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1. Monday Afternoon, March 10, 2003

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 3:45pm (delayed due to meeting room setup).

1.1.2. Review of the agenda

1.1.2.1. Tentative meeting schedule: 11-03-138r0-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-March-2003.xls

1.1.2.2. JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.

1.1.2.3. Fixed time 7:30pm Thursday, 13 March 2003.

1.1.2.4. Review minutes from previous meeting

1.1.2.5. Call for papers.

1.1.2.6. Fixed Time Items are on the agenda. 

1.1.3. Discussion on the agenda

1.1.3.1. Srini Kandala (SriniK):  there is a suggestion for a joint link with TGi, especially on fast roaming and crosslink security

1.1.3.2. JohnF: Have discussed that with the TGi chair; can make it a formal request, if that is the will of this group; is there any objection to my making a request for a joint meeting?

1.1.3.3. JohnF:  I will leave this as tentative until I check with TGi on timing.

1.1.4. Approval of the agenda

1.1.4.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to approving this agenda?

1.1.4.2. JohnF:  I see no objections, so we have an agenda for this meeting.

1.1.5. Discussion on the letter ballot comment resolutions

1.1.5.1. JohnF:  About 1000 comments remain after the Interim Ad-Hoc meeting in Portland.

1.1.5.2. No comments or objections to this summary.

1.2. Review of 802.11 policies and rules

1.2.1. Straw Poll

1.2.1.1. JohnF:  How many new participants?

1.2.1.2. JohnF:  I count about 8-10 people.

1.2.2. The chair reviews voting rules and the process (JohnF)

1.2.2.1. Voting membership was reviewed in the 802.11 WG meeting earlier this afternoon.

1.2.2.2. Votes are for voting members only.

1.2.2.3. Non-voters are allowed to participate in discussion, at the discretion of the chair. Non-voters cannot bring a motion.

1.2.2.4. Members are requested to not stall the process by unnecessary use of privileged motions. 

1.2.2.5. Though it is your right to make a point of order, I was very proud that in the last meeting we had no points of order.

1.2.2.6. Duncan Kitchin (DuncanK):  Will the voting tokens be available?

1.2.2.7. Stuart Kerry (StuartK):  Al Petrick will distribute them to the various Task Groups this afternoon.

1.2.3. Review of Portland Ad-Hoc 

1.2.3.1. SriniK:  In Portland we resolved 240 technical comments, and had resolved more than 100 in previous Interim meeting

1.2.3.2. DuncanK:  How many more meetings does this mean?

1.2.3.3. SriniK:  About 3 more meetings at this rate.  I might be asking later this week for another Ad-Hoc meeting.

1.2.3.4. John Kowalski(JohnK):  Do there have to be formal minutes from Ad-Hoc meetings.

1.2.3.5. JohnF:  Ad-hoc groups do not have to have minutes

1.2.3.6. JohnK:  I will post my minutes from the Ad-Hoc as soon as I can get a document number.

1.3. Approval of minutes of January Meeting

1.3.1. Request for approval

1.3.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the January 2003 meeting in Fort Lauderdale?

1.3.1.2. JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of January 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.

1.4. Papers

1.4.1. Call for papers

1.4.1.1. JohnF:  What papers are available to be presented?

1.4.1.2. Matthew Sherman (MatthewS): I have four TBD papers.

1.4.1.3. JohnK:  One paper, 02/427r1, Recommendations for AV over 802.11a.

1.4.1.4. MarkB:  One paper (no number yet), Roaming Improvements

1.4.1.5. DuncanK:  One paper (no number yet):  Simplifications to EDCF Admission Control

1.4.1.6. Javier del Prado (JavierP):  146r1, Direct Link Multicast and one other paper (no number yet)

1.4.1.7. Richard van Leeuwen (RichardL):  one paper (no number yet):  EDCF Parameters 

1.4.2. Discussion of papers

1.4.2.1. JohnF:  I count about 10 papers

1.4.2.2. MatthewS:  About 15 minutes each

1.4.2.3. JohnF: Will budget 10 minutes each for discussion.

1.4.2.4. MatthewS:  Or 5 minutes discussion.

1.4.2.5. JohnF:  Is anyone ready to present today?

1.4.2.6. MarkB:  Can present today.

1.4.2.7. SriniK:  Can present tomorrow

1.4.2.8. JohnK:  Can present tomorrow

1.4.3. Discussion of procedures for handling comments

1.4.3.1. JohnF:  To review, we have divided and conquered the comments by dividing up into ad-hoc groups that each cover chunks of comments; had 4-5 such groups last time.  So I suggest doing the same this time.  But is there any discussion of this process?  I’d like to leave it up to the ad-hoc groups to decide how to tackle their group of comments; most groups last time left some issues to the overall TG.

1.4.3.2. JohnK:  I think there is so much low hanging fruit that we should devote pretty much all the ad-hoc time to that, and would personally favor to decline every comment that is marked red (controversial) right now.  These issues have gone on for three years.

1.4.3.3. MatthewS:  I agree that the controversial topics should not be done in the ad-hocs, and that we can accomplish low hanging fruit for now.  But we are obliged to respond to every comment.

1.4.3.4. JohnF:  We are obligated to 

1.4.3.5. JohnK:  What I meant was that we do respond to each comment, but that we state why they are being rejected.

1.4.3.6. DuncanK:  Agree with most of these points, so suggest first to create an ad-hoc group to block out the red comments, then we have special orders to discuss and vote on those comments in the TG.  Then the direction from the TG will be to direct an ad-hoc group to [advise on resolving those comments].

1.4.3.7. JohnF:  Please consult with me before we propose to modify the agenda.

1.4.3.8. Keith Amann (KeithA):  have spent 15 minutes talking about addressing comments; we do need to start addressing the comments.  But I believe that not all comments that are marked red are controversial, just that some ad-hocs believed that they had insufficient population to make a judgment.

1.4.3.9. MatthewS:  Agree with the other comments, and agree that we might just decide to decline many of the comments marked red.  One change to DuncanK’s proposal is to complete the low hanging fruit first before debating the issues marked in red.

1.4.3.10. JohnK:  Many of those “controversial”  topics have already had a fair hearing, so I believe that we go through them relatively quickly.

1.4.4. Review of Recirculation Rules

1.4.4.1. JohnF:  I ask JohnK to bring up the document he assembled during the last meeting on the relevant text from the 802 Operating Rules on Recirculation Ballots, 802.11-02/130r0 .

1.4.4.2. JohnF: {Reviewed that document}  Using that guidance, I would like to divide the comments into several ad-hoc groups, one of which is on the red-marked comments.  Then it is up to the separate ad-hoc groups 

1.4.4.3. JohnK:  I’m confused because of the fact that we have not identified all the red-marked comments yet.  Also, many of the red-marked comments can be declined directly, such as “Is EDCF mandatory?”

1.4.4.4. JohnF:  The idea is for this group just to take up the red-marked comments we have identified so far.  I think we have enough of those comments that I can feel good about assigning that topic to a single group.

1.4.4.5. JohnK:  You definitely have enough of those comments.

1.4.4.6. John Fuller:  Having attended the ad-hoc in Portland, I suggest that we do need to assign more of the comments.  There are many more that need to be assigned.

1.4.4.7. JohnF:  We do have to approve all the resolutions of all comments in the whole TG anyway.  I do regard that as a definite alternative to what I have suggested;  I suggested the other approach in the interest of time; but I do recognize that the second suggestion is more orderly.

1.4.4.8. JohnK:  I ask Srini, what are the open sections of the comments; what is the virgin territory that remains?

1.4.4.9. SriniK:  have left out clause 7, much of clause 9, including some of 9.10.2,, Annex A and Annex B.

1.4.4.10. JohnK:  Clause 7 and clause 9.10.2 might be intertwined.

1.4.4.11. SriniK: Don’t believe they are that intertwined.

1.4.4.12. Harry Worstell: the TG is required to respond to every individual comment.  Else could go to RevCom and be bounce back to where we are today.

1.4.4.13. DuncanK:  I believe that we haven’t suggested doing that; we are just talking about procedures of coming to a decision, not about writing the responses.

1.4.4.14. JohnF:  To summarize, we have two alternative way: work first on the ones that are categorized first; or to work first on categorizing all of the other comments first.  Summary:

1.4.4.14.1. 1.  Define Groups of Comments; assign Ad-hoc teams per group of comments; ad-hoc groups to suggest the best way of approving their resolutions.  (JohnF:  it is up to each group how to proceed about their comments.)

1.4.4.14.2. 2.  Review all technical comments as a TG; separate comments into groups as TG; then assign/instruct ad-hoc groups to resolve the comment groups.

1.4.4.15. SriniK:  Another suggestion would be to treat all as TG

1.4.4.15.1. 3.  TG to resolve all comments without necessarily any ad-hoc groups

1.4.4.16. DuncanK:  At last meeting that we had anything to do with PICS is directed to the Task Group.

1.4.4.16.1. 4.  As of the January meeting, except anything that has to do with PICS or 9.10.2.4.2 will be dealt with by an ad-hoc group after a direction has been determined by the TG.  (Same as 1, but with exceptions.)

1.4.4.17. Sid Schrum (SidS):  (1) I believe that we need to break up into groups to make progress; and (2) the groups need to identify their red-marked comment subjects, and to summarize the issues to the TG about those red-marked comments.

1.4.4.18. JohnF:  Is this an argument for option 4?

1.4.4.19. SidS:  I also believe that we need to both go for low-hanging fruit, and also to airing the subjects for the red-marked comments.  Need those activities to happen in parallel.  Also, if no resolution in 10 minutes, to bring those subjects up later.  I think this is a refinement of Number 1.

1.4.4.20. SriniK:  Sid’s suggestion applies to Number 4 as well.

1.4.4.21. JohnF:  Reviewed the idea behind number 1:  it is up to the ad-hoc groups to make a suggestion what to do with the red-marked comments.

1.4.4.22. SidS:  I’m adding that the ad-hoc groups need to make an effort to categorize the red-marked comments into subjects and to describe the issues with each of those subjects, labeling how many comments there are related to this subject.

1.4.4.23. DuncanK: I call the question.

1.4.4.24. JohnF:  There’s no motion.

1.4.4.25. JohnK:  Question about number 4:  If the TG is not going to make a technical change, is it correct that we will

1.4.4.26. DuncanK:  Yes.  Based on Sid’s suggestion, this means the ad-hoc groups will partition the red-marked comments into separate buckets and presents that to the TG.  So I accept Sid’s addendum to Number 4.  Here’s the new version:

1.4.4.26.1. 4.  Add to Number 4:  Each ad-hoc group, for each comment, will either determine a resolution to it unanimously adopted by the ad-hoc, or a resolution widely agreed but not unanimously, or declare the comment to be controversial and mark it in red.  The leader of each ad-hoc group is then responsible for partitioning the red comments by subject.  The ad-=hoc group leader is then responsible for presenting to the TG: 

1.4.4.26.2. a)   All of the unanimously resolved comment resolutions for approval

1.4.4.26.3. b)  Each widely agreed comment individually

1.4.4.26.4. c)  Each subject block of red comments, with a request for direction from the TG.

1.4.4.26.4.1. Each subject block of red comments, the TG will then agree a position, and the ad-hoc group will  be instructed to formulate comment responses to the individual comments according to that direction.  Those resolution must then be brought back to the TG for final ratification.

1.4.4.27. MatthewS:  When did we do the widely-agreed comments?

1.4.4.28. DuncanK:  At least we did that in some ad-hocs during the last session.

1.4.4.29. MatthewS:  So can agree with that process?

1.4.4.30. JohnK:  We need a procedure for the ad-hocs to be set up

1.4.4.31. DuncanK:  I’m assuming that the ad-hoc groups we had in January are still in existence.

1.4.4.32. JohnK:  As long as we can do the new material first…

1.4.4.33. SidS:  Need some additions on procedures.

1.4.4.34. DuncanK:  Add the sentence to number 4:

1.4.4.34.1. The ad-hoc group leaders will also work amongst themselves to merge blocks of red comments that span multiple ad-hoc groups where possible.

1.4.4.35. SriniK:  There are some comments that conflict with things that were already approved.

1.4.4.36. JohnF: Those things we have settled and will not change.

1.4.4.37. SidS:  What do we do about resolutions that don’t get 75% approval?

1.4.4.38. JohnF:  There will be those, and we can’t officially do anything about them.

1.4.4.39. SidS:  But a rejection is a resolution.  Can the chair unilaterally decide?  Or can the TG just decide to do nothing?

1.4.4.40. JohnF:  All changes to the draft require a 75% approval.  What we’re trying to do here is just to accelerate the process.  We will make a attempt to do this.  But anyone has the right to take a comment out of its assigned bucket.  You don’t have to accept the groupings of the comments.

1.4.4.41. SidS:  At what point do we decide to reject a group of comments?

1.4.4.42. JohnF:  Since the draft is approved, we would then just answer the comment without changing the draft.  Then hopefully we will accept those as a group.

1.4.4.43. MatthewS:  I generally agree, but every comment that is technical has to have a response that reaches a 75% vote.  Personally, I don’t believe we will have a problem getting that, since people are tired of the same old arguments again.

1.4.4.44. DuncanK:  For one comment, if can’t get 75% on any resolution, then can [move on to other issues].

1.4.4.45. DuncanK: Suggest 50% procedural vote on these being the options.

1.4.4.46. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this list of options?

1.4.4.47. JohnF:  Is there any objection to taking up the processes listed in Option 4?

1.4.4.48. JohnF:  I see no objection. So that’s what we’ll do.

1.4.5. Recess

1.4.5.1. JohnF recessed the meeting at 5:30, until the 7:00pm meeting.

2. Monday Evening, March 10, 2003

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:05pm.

2.2. Presentation of Papers

2.2.1. Document 03/196r1, Roaming Improvements, Mark Bilstad

2.2.1.1. MarkB:  This is a modification of a presentation given to the Interim Ad-Hoc meeting (document has been on the server, but unnumbered due to problems with the automated document number request server)

2.2.1.2. Main points:

2.2.1.2.1. Discovery phase: QoS must be a part of the new AP selection

2.2.1.2.2. Commit phase: QoS handshakes must not slow this process

2.2.1.2.3. Required changes: define a “predictor field”; define a new “action” element to allow ADDTS actions to be attached to (re-) association requests and responses; and allow ADDTS action to carry two TSPEC and TCLAS elements.

2.2.1.3. JohnK:  How generalize this for IAPP/TGf and how can you say this will complete in time;  and what about multiple TSPEC flows?

2.2.1.4. MarkB:  I don’t see problem with multiple flows.

2.2.1.5. Bob Meier (BobM):  A reassociate is just a vehicle to contain this action; there’s a predictor that gives you a likelihood that your TSPEC will be accepted; otherwise this proposal is just a vehicle for transport.

2.2.1.6. MatthewS:  I prefer a more centralized control, especially for handoff, though agree that there is a station involvement in this decision.

2.2.1.7. MarkB:  I don’t believe that this is an improvement, not exclusive of what you suggest.

2.2.1.8. MatthewS:  But don’t see a reason for you to have to do what you’re proposing – though see one advantage of your proposal is that an AP can direct you to a specific next AP.

2.2.1.9. BobM:  You can include that in the beacons.

2.2.1.10. MatthewS:  Then why have the probe?

2.2.1.11. KeithA:  Mark is aimed at the commit phase, not the discovery phase.

2.2.1.12. MatthewS:  But the discovery phase is more important.

2.2.1.13. MarkB:  But that is not the focus here.

2.2.1.14. JavierP:  Why is there a delay involved here?

2.2.1.15. MarkB:  Only offering the admission capacity in the TSPEC; the predictor is not the be-all, end-all; AP doesn’t have a requirement to admit you.

2.2.1.16. JavierP:  Why not include TSPEC in the probe?

2.2.1.17. MarkB:  It is very important that the probe response come back quickly, since that limits how fast you can scan across channels.

2.2.1.18. DuncanK:  Creating extra [work] unnecessarily.

2.2.1.19. SriniK:  Information element can only be 255 bytes; why not use association response element?

2.2.1.20. MarkB:  Was concerned that would overload the element; but if that’s not true, then could agree with that; there also is the problem with what JohnK brought up, the multiple TSPEC flows.

2.2.1.21. MarkB:  Straw Poll: do you agree with the general concept of this information passed in these messages?  Yes or No, voters only:

2.2.1.22. Vote:  15 Yes;  3 No; 11 Abstain

2.2.1.23. MarkB:  Any specific comments on this particular solution?

2.2.1.24. SriniK:  TCLAS can be variable length, with various fields in it, so this element could get to be higher than 255 bytes, so would suggesting a different encoding; just need to think about this.

2.2.1.25. MarkB:  If this is the level we’re at, then we can work something out.

2.2.1.26. CharlesW:  The length is fixed.

2.2.1.27. MarkB:  This gets appended to end of the reassociation.

2.2.1.28. CharlesW:  But reassociation is not amenable to attachments.

2.2.1.29. SriniK:  But that is of variable length, so just fits in.

2.2.1.30. Greg Chesson (GregC):  Could be just a one step process, just using information elements; why did you do it this way?

2.2.1.31. MarkB:  The current info elements are not set up for this.

2.2.1.32. GregC:  Why not define a new info element?

2.2.1.33. MarkB:  Just that it didn’t fit into the general semantics of the current information elements.

2.2.1.34. GregC:  Another point: sufficient to support DHCP?

2.2.1.35. SriniK:  We can define our own elements.

2.2.1.36. MatthewS:  You reserve capacity on the other AP; already has a good signal from you;  so the other AP can pre-reserve capacity for you (because scans other channels and sees you).

2.2.1.37. JohnK:  But will be working on a different channel than it is otherwise working.

2.3. Discussion of Ad-Hoc Groups

2.3.1. Ad-hoc Work

2.3.1.1. JohnF:  Srini, could you list the groups from January?

2.3.1.2. SriniK:  Clause 7 (stream formats); 9.10.1 (EDCF); and the third group was 9.11, but then took over rest of comments on Block Ack; there now is a need for clause 9.10.2, clause 11.2 (APSD);  Clause 5.8 (DLP), Annex D (MIB), Annex A (PICS) and 9.10.2.4.2 and, finally, General; and 9.1 (Architecture introduction).

2.3.1.3. KeithA: Ad-Hoc meeting; what is the game plan about that work.

2.3.1.4. SriniK:  Clause 3 (definitions); Clause 5, except 5.8 (General description); Clause 6 (MAC service definition); Clause 10 (MLME interface); Clause 11.4 (TS setup and teardown).

2.3.1.5. John Fuller:  the document describing the Portland results has been on the server for over four hours.

2.3.1.6. MatthewS:  But server hasn’t generally been available – most people haven’t been able to get online.

2.3.1.7. John Fuller:  That’s not a factor in the requirements.

2.3.1.8. SriniK:  Can combine a number of the groups.

2.3.1.9. JohnF:  SriniK will lead Clause 7 again; DuncanK will take EDCF again; and SidS will take 9.11 and Burst Ack again.

2.3.1.10. John Fuller / MatthewS:  we really can’t support more than three groups at a time.

2.3.1.11. DuncanK: the group leaders are then responsible for creating the subjects for the comments in their areas that still are marked in red.

2.3.1.12. DuncanK:  Will also combine 9.1in the next EDCF group.

2.3.1.13. KeithA:  Will take Clause 11.2 (APSD), Clause 5.8 (DLP) after the first three are done, and Annex D (MIB).

2.3.1.14. JohnK:  Will take Annex A & 9.10.2.4.2.

2.3.1.15. SriniK:  I can do the General group.

2.3.1.16. JohnF: Tonight we’ll start with the first three groups.

2.3.1.17. DuncanK:  will determine the subject groups for  the red marked comments in EDCF and 9.1, so need to work separately from the group at first.

2.3.1.18. SriniK:  need to address the results of the ad-hoc group tomorrow; this includes Clause 3, 5 (except 5.8), 6, 10, 11.4.

2.4. Recess

2.4.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recess for the ad hoc group meetings?  Hearing none, we are recessed for ad-hoc work until 9:30pm.

2.4.1.2. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 8:10 pm.

3. Tuesday Morning, March, 2003

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:00 am

3.2. Ad hoc groups

3.2.1.1. JohnF:  If there are no special motions, we would like to recess for more ad hoc work.

3.2.1.2. No objections.

3.3. Recess

3.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 3:32pm

4. Monday Evening, March 10, 2003

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order 

4.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:10pm

4.2. Ad hoc group reports

4.2.1. Review of ad hoc group progress

4.2.1.1. JohnF:  What do ad hoc groups have to report?

4.2.1.2. SidS:  47 comments on 9.11; have solved 21 so far.

4.2.1.3. SriniK:  517 comments; resolved 30 so far.

4.2.1.4. DuncanK: 157 comments; 3 more were for 9.10, but we determined they should be covered by this group.  Have gone through 37; most resolved.  11 are identified as controversial (5 unique topics) to go back to the TG.  A couple of others we need to think about.  Ones we classified as editorial we made suggestions as to the resolution.

4.3. Closing

4.3.1. Recess

4.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 7:16pm.

5. Tuesday Morning, March 11, 2003

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:08pm.

5.2. Comment resolution process

5.2.1.1. JohnF:  Three questions:

5.2.1.1.1. Do any of the ad-hoc group leaders have issues?  

5.2.1.1.2. Two of the ad-hoc leaders aren’t here.  So let’s wait on that.

5.2.1.1.3. Are there any other papers ready to present today?

5.2.1.1.4. Apparently there are none.

5.2.1.1.5. Is Srini ready to report on the 140 comments that the Portland Ad-Hoc meeting was able to address?

5.2.1.1.6. SriniK:  Yes.

5.2.1.2. MarkB:  I just received the doc number for the paper I presented last night:  196/r0.

5.2.2. Report on Proposed Resolutions from the Portland Ad-Hoc Meeting

5.2.2.1. Document number 11-03-020r5-E-Merged_Letter_Ballot_51_Comments.xls

5.2.2.2. JohnF:  This report will cover the principal half dozen or so comment resolutions.  Everyone please read the proposed resolutions of the other comment resolutions and bring up any that you take exception to. 

5.2.2.3. {Secretary:  Only a few of the highlights of Srini’s commentary follow.}

5.2.2.4. SriniK:  There is only one comment that we marked in red.  {Described the proposed resolutions to Clauses 3.64-3.74}  New definition of “link” as “in relation to any IEEE 802.11 MAC entity, a physical path used to transfer MSDUs to a peer MAC entity, including exactly one traversal of the wireless medium.”

5.2.2.5. David Hunter(DavidH):  One traversal includes the Ack?

5.2.2.6. SriniK:  The definition is about one MSDU; the Ack happens because of the MSDU.

5.2.2.7. SriniK:  Clause 5.8, Direct Link Protocol proposed resolution: replace “for a duration of aDLPTimeout” with “until the direct link becomes inactive”.  In Clause 10 the editor will add parameters to the service primitives, where appropriate.  We had many proposed comment resolutions for Clause 10.3.11-13, the vast majority of which were accepted.  MLME-DLP.confirm is being overloaded (used in separate contexts), and those uses will be separated.  For 10.3.13.1.3 the capability of the QAP to initiate a DLP has been removed.  For 10.3.15 the comment to remove the MLME interface definition was rejected. In several places in 11.4 “TSPEC” was used when “TS” was meant.  In 11.4.1 the comment to reject the setup of two TSes for one stream was rejected because having multiple hops would increase management complexity.  

5.2.2.8. SriniK:  In 11. the question about definitions being normative was accepted in part; the definitions are normative, but the word “shall” is being removed.

5.2.2.9. CharlesW:  So is the same being done for all definitions.

5.2.2.10. SriniK:  I believe there are no “shall”s in any of the other definitions.

5.2.2.11. SriniK:  In 11.xx we put “use priority” back into the text, for clarification. 

5.2.2.12. SriniK:  For 11.xx the comment to put in a packet-based error correction mechanism was rejected in favor of supporting upper level mechanisms.

5.2.2.13. JohnF:  Any comments, questions?  Hearing none, is there any objection to hearing a motion, or do you need more time to review?

5.2.2.14. Q:  I would like more time.

5.2.2.15. JohnF:  Let’s try to do it in the next section of this meeting, after the recess.

5.2.3. Ad-hoc group reports

5.2.3.1. JohnF:  I would like to hear from the chairs of the Ad-Hoc groups.

5.2.3.2. SriniK:  We have covered about 20 comments.

5.2.3.3. CharlesW (reporting for SidS’s group):  We went over a number of the comments marked in red and will be going over 

5.2.3.4. MatthewS (reporting for DuncanK’s group):  We went over 8 comments and addressed new material in 9.10, but were delayed by the computer crash of Duncan’s machine (caused by his IT department remotely downloading a security patch while he was working on the machine).

5.2.3.5. JohnF:  The goal is to achieve the currently allocated comments today.  After the break we will have a motion on the proposed resolutions by the Portland Ad-Hoc meeting, so please review those resolutions before the next session of this meeting.

5.2.4. Recess

5.2.4.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for the break at 9:52am.

5.3. 10:30am

5.3.1. Call to order

5.3.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:30am.

5.3.1.2. JohnF:  Before we entertain a motion, are there any comments on the proposed resolutions?

5.3.1.3. MatthewS:  Just for clarification, will the motion only be about the comments marked in green in this section?

5.3.1.4. JohnF:  Yes, just the comments and resolutions that Srini reviewed this morning.  I see no further comments, so we’ll entertain the motion now.

5.3.2. Motion on the proposed resolutions from the Portland Ad-Hoc meeting

5.3.2.1. SriniK:  Move to accept the resolutions that re color-coded green and yellow in 03/020r5 and instruct the editor to incorporate the recommended changes into the draft.

5.3.2.2. MatthewS:  What comments are marked yellow?

5.3.2.3. SriniK:  The only yellow comment is comment 1819.  The proposed resolution is to decline the comment, pending the author proposing a specific error-correction mechanism.

5.3.2.4. JohnK: Second the motion.

5.3.2.5. Vote (technical):  31:0:1  

5.3.2.6. JohnF:  I congratulate the Ad-hoc group for their hard work; it was worth the effort.

5.3.3. Ad-hoc group reports

5.3.3.1. SidS:  In the Block Ack there are two comments marked red, and both have related presentations.  We would like to bring these presentations before we discuss these topics.

5.3.3.2. JohnF:  Planning:  tomorrow our meetings are 1:00-3:00pm and 3:30-5:30pm.  So someone can put their presentations on the server in the morning. My guidance is to concentrate our work on the low hanging fruit first, resolve as many comments as possible, and then get to the more complex issues later.

5.3.3.3. JohnK:  I have reviewed 9.10.2 and Annex A; in addition, some of the “General” comments are related to these.  I believe that, as soon as I am done classifying the comments, I can make a recommendation.  

5.3.3.4. JohnF:  I encourage people to work on their proposals so that we can have a discussion tomorrow.  Tomorrow at 1:00pm bring in your proposals, especially the leaders to bring in their proposals on their red-marked comments.  Overall our resolution rate is way too slow – at this rate it would take 4-5 sessions (over a year) to finish, so we need ways to accelerate our progress.  Any comments?

5.3.3.5. JavierP:  I have one of my presentations ready.

5.3.4. Paper Presentation

5.3.5. Document 03/146r2:  Direct Link Multicast Streaming Proposal, Javier del Prado

5.3.5.1. JavierP:  Sid was involved in working this out?

5.3.5.2. GregC:  Does this include anything about multicast security.

5.3.5.3. JavierP:  No.

5.3.5.4. JavierP:  The main issues are related to ToDS, TSPEC, PHY rate, Power Save,….  The proposed solution is to set the ToDS field to zero in frames with a multicast destination address.

5.3.5.5. GregC:  The AP has to forward multicast, so what does it do with that?

5.3.5.6. JavierP:  That will be covered in the following presentation.

5.3.5.7. GregC:  There’s no real problem with TSPEC; if video, once you get the bandwidth, you don’t care if it’s multicast.

5.3.5.8. JavierP:  This is only about direct link.

5.3.5.9. GregC:  So you don’t have to do anything there.  But the DLP protocol doesn’t work with multicast – you still need to find out who your receivers are.

5.3.5.10. JavierP:  Could leave that up to higher layers.  Similarly with Reliability – leave it to higher layers.

5.3.5.11. JavierP:  The detailed solution about ToDS includes a new bit to indicate – in QoS frames the order bit or a bit in the control field are candidates.

5.3.5.12. GregC:  Suggest a poll to see if it would be better use a bit in the MIB – to not forward unless a MIB variable allow it.  So, if people want this, should it be packet-by-packet or handled in general.

5.3.5.13. JavierP:  I believe it should be handled packet-by-packet.

5.3.5.14. GregC:  So that’s more work.

5.3.5.15. CharlesW:  So it’s packet-by-packet because the ToDS bit is 0.

5.3.5.16. GregC:  So inventing IGMP in layer two?

5.3.5.17. SriniK:  There is GMRP in layer two.

5.3.5.18. CharlesW: it might still be a good idea to have a gross on-off switch like GregC suggested.

5.3.5.19. MatthewS:  If you set that bit, wouldn’t it be broadcasting that bit, defeating the DLP process.

5.3.5.20. GregC:  But AP should halt that.

5.3.5.21. MatthewS:  But need to spell that out.

5.3.5.22. CharlesW:  The frame should stay in the BSS unless the AP looked at a bit that indicates forwarding.

5.3.5.23. MatthewS:  But could forward if saw 0 bits.

5.3.5.24. CharlesW:  Could add the behavior of the From and ToDS bits are 0, then should do that.

5.3.5.25. JohnF:  How about finishing the presentation and then taking questions?

5.3.5.26. JavierP:  Described Power Save behavior, issues about buffering of the QoS multicast frames in the AP, and followed the proposal earlier by SidS in 03/102r0) and filtering according to 03/089r0.

5.3.5.27. SriniK:  If you want the frame sent to the DS, should the AP be included in the group address.

5.3.5.28. JavierP:  Shouldn’t be necessary.

5.3.5.29. SriniK: Believe it breaks multicast.

5.3.5.30. SidS:  Technically the AP will forward the DS, so retransmission comes from the DS, so the AP doesn’t know what the source of the frame is.  There will be an architectural issue about the AP overriding the bits in the frame; practically it will be messy architecturally.

5.3.5.31. GregC:  I agree with what Sid said; but also need to remember repeaters.  If the frame is received through a bridge, not so easily detectable.  Bridges will be used a lot in the home environment, so it will be an important issue to address.

5.3.5.32. Bob Meier(BobM):  Why isn’t it sufficient to [use IP snooping?]?

5.3.5.33. GregC: Need to control APs.

5.3.5.34. BobM: Snooping?  Joining the multicast?

5.3.5.35. GregC:  Doesn’t work unless all join.

5.3.5.36. BobM:  Everybody uses IP snooping today – that’s sufficient today.

5.3.5.37. GregC: That works for wired address, but doesn’t help AP to decide about rebroadcasting on its local channel.

5.3.5.38. JavierP:  Need still to verify.

5.3.5.39. GregC:  Could stipulate that AP not forward unless it is using IGMP.

5.3.5.40. JavierP: Straw poll: do you support the general concept from this presentation, allowing Direct Link Multicast? Voting members only.

5.3.5.41. JohnF:  Vote:  25:0:8  so it seems a generally liked approach, so do use that as guidance in resolving the comments.

5.3.5.42. JavierP  Straw poll:  To determine the behavior of AP regarding multicast forwarding to DS:  

5.3.5.42.1. Using extra bit in Frame Control or QoS control field; 

5.3.5.42.2. Use GMRP

5.3.5.42.3. Both

5.3.5.42.4. None of the above/Other

5.3.5.42.5. Abstain

5.3.5.43. JavierP:  only voters may vote, but allow more than one vote per voter

5.3.5.44. JohnK:   The vote is 4:7:2:7:8.  

5.3.5.45. JohnK: If you make a motion, then specify the comments that are related to your proposal.

5.3.5.46. JavierP:  Will do that.

5.3.5.47. CharlesW:  I abstained because I think this needs to be worked out more.

5.3.5.48. JavierP: I agree, this needs more work.

5.3.5.49. JohnF:  Any more papers?  Seeing no response, then we will recess for ad-hoc group work.  Recessed at 11:22 for ad-hoc groups.

6. Wednesday Afternoon, March 12, 2003

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order 

6.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:07pm

6.2. Ad hoc group reports

6.2.1. Process review

6.2.1.1. JohnF reviewed the process of moving on to the red marked comments and related motions

6.2.1.2. JohnK: will also present 03/127r1 at that time

6.2.2. Clause 7 ad-hoc comment resolutions group

6.2.2.1. SriniK:  Currently have resolved only about 5 comments, but have covered about 15 more comments

6.2.2.2. CharlesW:  There are about 5-6 red marked comments in the Block Ack group, and only a few more others, so when we treat the red marked comments in this meeting this group will have finished.

6.2.2.3. JohnF:  How can we make better progress?

6.2.2.4. MatthewS:  I propose we need another [interim] ad-hoc [meeting]

6.2.2.5. JohnF:  I don’t understand why the Interim Ad-Hoc meeting was so much more effective than we are here.  The same smart people are involved in both.

6.2.2.6. MatthewS:  We’re in these sessions only for two days, and there is a lot other things going on in this session.

6.2.2.7. KeithA:  We’re splitting a lot of the active body with the other groups; also in the ad-hoc we were very dedicated to moving through the comments.

6.2.2.8. SriniK:  Agree with both Matt and Keith, plus we don’t have much time here to work.

6.2.2.9. JohnF:  Can SriniK review the comments that his group has covered and make a motion about them?

6.2.2.10. SriniK:  There were only 5 comments that were settled: 670, 404, 479, 480 and 1053.  Comment 670 was declined; we thought 8 msec is sufficient.  Setting TXOP limit field to 0 allows longer TXOP durations.

6.2.2.11. Amjad Soomro (AmjadS):  How should the fragmentation work?

6.2.2.12. SriniK:  We could add the fact that longer TXOPs can be handled by dynamic fragmentation; am doing that here.

6.2.2.13. BobM:  No retries on these?

6.2.2.14. SriniK:  No retries.

6.2.2.15. MatthewS:  Does it actually say that no retries are allowed?

6.2.2.16. SriniK:  {Reviewed the text from Draft 4.2, section 7.1.3.5.} By the way, the reference here to 9.10.2.3 is a dangling reference, there’s nothing there.

6.2.2.17. BobM: Can add something there; it should be covered in the HCF not EDCF areas.

6.2.2.18. JohnF:  Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown.  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.2.19. SriniK:  Next topic, comment 101, about 7.1.3.5.1, was reclassified as editorial – will bring back the term “User Priority”

6.2.2.20. CharlesW:  Is “User Priority” defined someplace?

6.2.2.21. MatthewS:  It is important that we be consistent with other 802 documents, especially 802.1d.  Since we refer to that document we should be using that terminology.

6.2.2.22. JohnF:  Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.2.23. SriniK:  The next, comment 103, is also about 7.1.3.5.1, and is also classified as editorial.  This information is already in 6.1.1.2, but don’t see any need to remove that information here.

6.2.2.24. JohnF:  Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.2.25. SriniK:  The next comment, 480, is about the title of the caption of the table in 7.1.3.5.2.  This should be corrected, so we accepted it and classified it as editorial.

6.2.2.26. JohnF:  Any edits to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.2.27. SriniK:  The last comment, 1053, is about the “No acknowledgement” policy.  We accepted this comment, and copied the text about multicast frames into this section.  This is not in clause 9.2 because we wanted to cover more than DCF.

6.2.2.28. JohnF:  Any edits to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.2.29. AmjadS:  Would like to review the consequences of the  first comment. In clause 9.10.2.4, line 15 of Draft 4.0, new text needs to be added.  

6.2.2.30. SriniK:  I’ll plan to add this, but we can discuss it later when we talk about 9.10.2.4.

6.2.3. Block Ack ad-hoc comment resolutions group

6.2.3.1. SidS:  To review:  in Fort Lauderdale we handled a lot of the comments, then more in Portland.  Finally in reviewing the Block Ack comments we found that most of the comments had been completed.  Only two more non-red-marked comments remain.  Comment 253 about Ack policy:  commenter wanted to be able to request only to set up a connection if the target could satisfy the requested policy.  We declined this because there is the alternative of the requester requesting a connection, but then immediately tearing down if it don’t like the choices given to it.  Any comments on this particular resolution?

6.2.3.2. JohnF:  Any edits to this resolution?

6.2.3.3. Ali Raissinia(AliR):  If the requester asks for resources on the target, does the target actually allocate those resources at that time?

6.2.3.4. SidS:  I believe the answer is yes:  you typically ask for buffers from a pool of buffer.

6.2.3.5. AliR:  But how does the target work here?

6.2.3.6. SidS:  Once the session is finished, the target will put those buffers back into the pool, anyway.

6.2.3.7. JohnF:  Again, are there any edits to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.3.8. SidS:  Comment 1677, about no definition of “when the originator is ready to receive an Ack”.  The commenter wanted to remove Block Ack altogether.  We declined that, but offered an alternative resolution that really is a suggested editorial change to remove the “when is it ready” phrase.  Any questions?

6.2.3.9. JohnF:  Again, are there any suggested edits to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Hearing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.4. Review of clause 7 red-marked comments

6.2.4.1. JohnF:  Let’s move on to the red-marked comments.  Start with Srini’s Clause 7 group.

6.2.4.2. SriniK:  Comments 144 etc. (6 comments) are all about how you handle sequence numbers; see clause 7.1.3.4.1, line 9 of Draft 4.0.  Part of the problem is that the reference to 7.2.3 doesn’t point to anything about how to assign sequence numbers.  In Fort Lauderdale we came up with the idea of implementing multiple counters, but only need one sequence counter if you don’t implement Group Acks; but with Group Acks, a separate sequence counter shall be used for each Group Ack agreement.

6.2.4.3. MatthewS:  Is it optional that you don’t have to implement the sequence counter?

6.2.4.4. SriniK:  You have to implement at least one.

6.2.4.5. MatthewS:  What if not in sequence.

6.2.4.6. SriniK:  Out of order within the same TID is not going to happen.  We also wanted to also keep Block Acks simple.

6.2.4.7. SidS:  I believe there would be an advantage of a minimum of one sequence counter per TID.  A single sequence number could roll over.  The other comment is that there is concern about one sequence counter per group Ack session; you have to know it is a group Ack frame.  If go to one bit, you don’t know explicitly the context of the frame.  Take case where originator still thinks he has the session, but target doesn’t have that. Can be a problem when interleaving from multiple packets.

6.2.4.8. SriniK:  It would be fine with me if the group required one sequence number per TID.

6.2.4.9. CharlesW:  I think it’s a bad idea to allow the sequence number to be set to “any value”, in Draft 4.2.  

6.2.4.10. SriniK:  We allowed this because its only about broadcast/multicast frames.

6.2.4.11. CharlesW:  Why not setting to 0?

6.2.4.12. SriniK:  That was the comment, but someone pointed out that it could be any number.

6.2.4.13. SriniK:  (To JohnF:)  What do we do about topics that have been decided before?

6.2.4.14. JohnF:  You can always introduce another motion.

6.2.4.15. CharlesW:  I’ll make a motion later.

6.2.4.16. JohnF:  Are there objections to the proposed resolution?

6.2.4.17. SidS:  We can ask if there are any objections to making it one sequence number per TID?

6.2.4.18. SriniK:  I’d like to work out the wording together and bring it back to the floor later?

6.2.4.19. SidS:  Fine.

6.2.4.20. JohnF:  Are there any other motions ready to be made about the red-marked comments?  I’d like the group to give you direction about these comments.

6.2.4.21. SriniK:  It turns out I have two more comments with proposed resolutions.  Comment 290 on 2-bit Ack policy.  Our recommendation is to accept the comment to go to a 1-bit Ack policy.

6.2.4.22. SidS:  I believe that the reason for the two bits has gone away; but two bits may be useful for keeping the sequence numbers from getting confused.  If you do this, then I’ll ask to change how you do sequence numbers.

6.2.4.23. GregC:  Why do you need to know what the sequence number space is before you can interpret the Ack?

6.2.4.24. SidS:  You have to know this frame came in as a multicast.

6.2.4.25. KeithA:  This is interesting because today there is no way for prioritized traffic to request a No-Ack policy – can do with TSPECs, but not prioritized.

6.2.4.26. GregC:  Can set that up, but can’t control it.  Can do it for Group Acks today.

6.2.4.27. KeithA:  Can do that with TSPECs today.

6.2.4.28. GregC:  That covers two of the three cases:  have Ack, don’t have Ack but do have TSPEC, or don’t have either.  You’re in trouble only if you want to do Group Ack without QoS control.

6.2.4.29. SidS:  People are saying that want to negotiate the Ack.

6.2.4.30. GregC:  So you’re saying that you can’t cover that many cases with one bit.  Since there is more than one way out of this, I think we need to discuss this more in the ad-hoc group.

6.2.4.31. MatthewS:  Is there still a GroupAck sequence number?

6.2.4.32. SriniK:  No.  There are control frames, starting sequence controls.

6.2.4.33. Jim Leung (JimL):  That’s the starting sequence.  After deleting that other bit, you have to search the whole list before you can detect it’s a no-Ack.

6.2.4.34. SriniK:  How about a straw poll to see if one bit or two?

6.2.4.35. JimL:  What’s the purpose of removing this bit?

6.2.4.36. SriniK:  At one time we thought we had no reserve bits left.  But now we have one other reserve bit, so not as important.  The proposed resolution is to remove one bit.  Strawpoll whether to remove one bit:

6.2.4.37. SriniK:  The vote is :  2:13:3.   So we can call this resolution declined.  Will add “The extra bit helps in reducing the implementation complexity.”

6.2.4.38. JohnF:  Again, are there any suggested edits to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  I see some objections, so I would like to see a formal motion and second.

6.2.4.39. Moved to accept this resolution:  SriniK/JohnK.

6.2.4.40. KeithA: Someone really needs to justify the reduction in the complexity to justify this extra bit.  This is going to be further into the frames, so you have to receive a lot more of the frame to determine.  Makes the state machine much more complicated.

6.2.4.41. GregC:  You’re not going to Ack until you see the FCS.

6.2.4.42. KeithA:  I just think the second bit is not worthwhile.

6.2.4.43. SidS:  I think you would need to keep a record of the field for much longer without the two bits.

6.2.4.44. SriniK:  There is a no-Ack bit in the frame control still.

6.2.4.45. JimL:  The problem here is to distinguish between no-Ack and group Ack.  Searching through all the fields is just unacceptable to me.

6.2.4.46. CharlesW:  If only have one bit, then how know which it is?

6.2.4.47. SriniK:  The idea is you would determine that from the context.

6.2.4.48. GregC:  It is. Call the question.

6.2.4.49. JohnF:  Is there a second to call the question – I see JohnK. Is there any objection to calling the question?  I see no objection, so the question is called.  Srini, please reread the motion.

6.2.4.50. SriniK:  {reviewed the text}  The proposed resolution is [that given for] comment 290.

6.2.4.51. JohnF:  Vote is technical:  Passes 25:0:6.

6.2.4.52. JohnF:  It seems, however, that it doesn’t make much sense to have motions to decline something. If this motion had failed, then what would we be doing?  If we vote to do nothing, then we are rejecting the comment.  So please make future motions to accept a resolution or to accept a modification of a resolution.

6.2.4.53. SriniK:  Next comment [166] is about 7.1.3.5., Table 3.1.  Proposal is to collapse the last two rows into one, and to make that row about all QoS data frames.  Comment 288 is a slight variant of this, but requested the opposite to what 166 requested. Comments 426, 426 are other variations of the same.  

6.2.4.54. GregC:  I wonder why this was allowed to get contentious.  People would like the way of expressing state to be uniform.  If there’s state and you have to look that up for each packet, you have a problem.  I’d much rather have packets self describing, and all packets being equally descriptive.  Simplest way to fix it is to have the same encoding – you don’t break anything that already exists, you don’t lose any functionality, and you don’t have to carry state.  You should accept the proposed solution in Comment 426.

6.2.4.55. AmjadS:  You could use the last row.

6.2.4.56. KeithA:  Greg’s solution is the same as the first comment in this group.

6.2.4.57. SriniK:  I propose to accept comment 166, since that’s the simplest solution.

6.2.4.58. JohnF:  Are there any comments about accepting the resolution to comment 166, “Comment accepted.”?  Hearing none, again, are there any objections to this resolution? Are there any objections to accept the resolution as shown?  Seeing no objections, this resolution has passed.

6.2.4.59. SriniK:  Comment 253(?):  we accepted the comment, but declined the recommended change.  

6.2.4.60. GregC:  Would like to table this until after the TSPEC discussion.

6.2.4.61. SriniK:  I agree.  That’s it for now.

6.2.5. Block Ack group red-marked comments

6.2.5.1. SidS:  The four comments are four separate subjects.  Two will need presentations.  Comment 50, to make Block Ack available to stations independent of rest of QoS facility, so that get performance improvements.  Carlos’s presentation is 03/058r2.

6.2.5.2. GregC:  Does his paper provide a method of negotiation without using TSPECs?  This might be related to the TSPEC discussion.  It would be easy to accept his proposal if it doesn’t involve TSPECS.

6.2.5.3. SidS:  I think you’re getting into what the group feels should be done in general.  I think Carlos proposed using legacy frame formats.

6.2.5.4. GregC:  The problem there is that a lot of work has gone into fixing bugs with that.  I believe Carlos would probably agree with our proposed resolution.  Since we’re being asked for a statement of direction to the ad-hoc group, Carlos doesn’t have to be here.

6.2.5.5. SidS:  I agree that we only need a straw poll on the direction now.

6.2.5.6. JohnF:  Can you give a two minute overview?

6.2.5.7. CarlosR:  I have 6-7 slides.

6.2.5.8. JohnF:  Don’t have time for that, just an overview.

6.2.5.9. Carlos:  Believe that we can separate GroupAck from QoS.

6.2.5.10. JohnF:  Suggest we just get a raincheck on this one.  Sid, have a short topic?

6.2.5.11. SidS:  Comment 342 on line 1668, on Clause 9.11.2, 10.3.16:  Srini has a presentation on this, to allow for the receiver to set the GA.

6.3. Recess

6.3.1.1. JohnF:  There’s no time for that; so we now need to recess for the break.

6.3.1.2. JohnF recessed the meeting at 2:58pm.

6.4. Opening

6.4.1. Call to Order

6.4.1.1. JohnF: Called the meeting back to order at 3:35pm.  

6.4.1.2. JohnF:  Since Carlos is ready to present, we’ll start with Carlos’s presentation

6.4.2. Document 11-03-051r3, Proposed Modifications to 802.11e-D4.2 Block Ack, Carlos Rios

6.4.2.1. CarlosR:  Essentially the proposal is unbundle Block Ack from QoS.  This includes reclassify the ADDBA/DELBA as a new category and adjusting SIFS.  

6.4.2.2. CarlosR:  So I’d like to make the motion:

6.4.2.3. CharlesW:  Do you need to add a no-Ack bit in the capabilities field?

6.4.2.4. CarlosR:  That bit is already there.

6.4.2.5. SidS:  We need to have the complete text including the PICS, since we need to see all of the details.  Need that before we can vote this in.

6.4.2.6. SidS:  Next question is how this can be marketed?

6.4.2.7. CarlosR:  Basically beyond this group.  

6.4.2.8. SidS:  Understand the rationale, but have an issue – can’t be TGe.

6.4.2.9. CarlosR:  clearly wouldn’t do the sleazy marketing of implementing only a small part of TGe and making that kind of claim.

6.4.2.10. SidS:  If either of two alternatives, then may find it difficult

6.4.2.11. JohnK:  I believe this is out of scope of this group.

6.4.2.12. CarlosR:  But these are components that came from this group.

6.4.2.13. JohnK:  It is outside of this group because it provides no QoS.

6.4.2.14. SidS:  I agree with that.

6.4.2.15. ??1:  But how do you do this in QoS?

6.4.2.16. CarlosR:  My goal is to cleave this from QoS.

6.4.2.17. JimL:  Are you saying that you’ll have that one Ack bit in the frame control and another in the QoS field?

6.4.2.18. CarlosR: I wouldn’t even transmit the QoS frame, so that wouldn’t be there.

6.4.2.19. JimL:  You’re going to have to introduce new MLME interfaces.

6.4.2.20. CarlosR:  I thought the current was adequate, but would like suggestions.

6.4.2.21. JimL: Right now there is one counter for everything, but there can be a lot of gap between frames within a burst Ack.

6.4.2.22. CarlosR:  I believe there is enough buffer now there.

6.4.2.23. SidS:  The group Ack becomes very inefficient when there are major separations.

6.4.2.24. CarlosR:  Then the implementer can just do tradeoffs between these facilities. 

6.4.2.25. Bill?:  When put this into an otherwise legacy device you end up with a legacy device that can do 100 msec burst Acks.

6.4.2.26. CarlosR:  That’s what I want.

6.4.2.27. Bill?:  That’s just what we don’t want to allow.

6.4.2.28. MatthewS:  I believe you’ve implemented so much of QoS that this should not be separable.

6.4.2.29. Simon Chung (SimonC):  How do higher layers indicate this to the MAC?

6.4.2.30. CarlosR:  That is implementation dependent.

6.4.2.31. GregC:  Would you be willing to accept a TSPEC negotiation first?

6.4.2.32. CarlosR:  If I would be willing to do that, the whole QoS would be acceptable.

6.4.2.33. JohnK: Strawpoll:   Who would in be in favor of this possible motion, assuming it is in order?

6.4.2.34. JohnF:  Strawpoll vote is:  1:26:6, so based on that, do you want to move?

6.4.2.35. CarlosR:  I think that indicates the group’s direction.

6.4.2.36. SidS:  So I’d like to make a motion to decline the comment.

6.4.2.37. MatthewS:  This should include bursting, not just Group Ack.

6.4.2.38. SidS:  I move to direct the ad-hoc group to decline comment 1640 and craft the appropriate text.

6.4.2.39. JohnF:  Since we don’t have the exact wording, I would just like to ask for a consensus.  Is there any objection to directing the ad hoc group to do that?  I hear no objection.

6.4.2.40. DuncanK:  On Monday we agreed that this would be the procedure.

6.4.2.41. SidS:  Next comment, Comment 344, is by Srini.

6.4.2.42. SriniK:  Originally we put in this functionality to support FEC; now that FEC is gone, we don’t need this anymore.

6.4.2.43. SidS:  Your proposal is to eliminate case two.  Part of the issue is whether this has other uses.  I don’t have a strong opinion on this.

6.4.2.44. SriniK:  My original thought was just to eliminate hardware.

6.4.2.45. SidS:  Strawpoll: who would favor leaving the draft as is; or accepting the comment (delaying response); or abstain?

6.4.2.46. JohnF:  0:16:18.  Since there are so many abstains, are there any objections to telling this group to craft that text?

6.4.2.47. MatthewS:  How do you respond to that frame?

6.4.2.48. SidS:  You always respond with a block Ack.  You either always respond immediately or you never respond immediately.

6.4.2.49. SriniK:  Look at figure 62.5.

6.4.2.50. AliR:  This allows more time.

6.4.2.51. SidS:  Agree; this allows an implementation a little more time to get it again.  You eliminate the end of the sentence that ends on line 30 of page 87 of Draft 4.0.

6.4.2.52. JohnF:  Is there any objection to asking the ad hoc group to draft text?

6.4.2.53. AliR:  I object.

6.4.2.54. JohnF:  There is one objection so, I will put it to a vote.

6.4.2.55. SriniK:  I speak against my comment.

6.4.2.56. JohnF:  Everybody who is in favor to directing the ad hoc group to craft text?  Vote:  13:3:22.  Given that, you have the direction to write the text.

6.4.2.57. SidS:  Now we can say “comment accepted”.

6.4.2.58. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accepting this resolution?

6.4.2.59. MatthewS:  What is the possible use of this?

6.4.2.60. AliR:  The net gain in efficiency is very small.

6.4.2.61. CharlesW:  Why not just use a delayed block Ack?

6.4.2.62. SidS:  That’s very inefficient – you take up a channel.

6.4.2.63. JimL:  The more I think about it, the more I’m against it.  If target can’t assemble quick enough, so can’t send back group Ack until it wins contention again; that just defeats the purpose of the group Ack.

6.4.2.64. AliR:  This allows for various implementations – when to respond with a delayed Ack.

6.4.2.65. JohnF:  Any more discussion?  I hear no more discussion, so everybody who is in favor of this resolution, raise your voting token.  The vote (technical) passes:  21:5:9.

6.4.3. Comment 346, single MIB value on error detection

6.4.3.1. SidS:  There is a single value that applies to very block Ack session; it should depend on the application.  So it should be part of the negotiation.  It adds complexity, but it is a refinement that may be useful to some.

6.4.3.2. JohnF:  Any discussion?

6.4.3.3. MatthewS:  Where is this MIB variable?

6.4.3.4. SriniK:  It is in 9.11.

6.4.3.5. SidS:  The only place [it occurs].

6.4.3.6. MatthewS:  I think it should be generic, just not apply it here.  

6.4.3.7. SriniK:  I would be willing to [write the description].

6.4.3.8. MatthewS: I need to write some text.

6.4.3.9. CharlesW:  You need to tell us what you intend, or else just decline the MIB variable.

6.4.3.10. SriniK:  There were several uses of this variable, but the others have gone away.

6.4.3.11. JohnF:  Does anyone want to give the ad hoc group specific direction?

6.4.3.12. SidS:  Straw poll:  Who is in favor of accepting the comment?  Declining the comment?  Abstain?

6.4.3.13. JohnF:  The strawpoll vote is 12:0:21; so we have a clear direction.

6.4.3.14. MatthewS:  I withdraw the offer to amend.

6.4.3.15. JohnF:  Is there any objection to directing the ad hoc group to accept this comment?  I see no objection, so they are so directed by the group.

6.4.3.16. JohnF:  Are there any other groups ready to report?

6.4.3.17. JohnK:  Have reviewed 9.2.10.4.2 and Annex A, and have a presentation.

6.4.3.18. JohnF:  Duncan has been assigned some comments, and Keith has others, but where are all of the other comments going?

6.4.3.19. SriniK:  Frame formats has 300 comments to go.

6.4.4. Clause 9.2.10.4.2 and Annex A

6.4.4.1. JohnK:  Presented document 03/227r1.  See the related comments in 11-03-238r0-E-910242_Annex_A_and_General_Comments.xls:  comments 80, 111, 132, 378, 417, 563, 885, 886, 1059, 1063, 130, 113, 236 and 443.

6.4.4.2. JohnF:  Any questions?

6.4.4.3. MatthewS:  Request that a vote be put off until tomorrow morning for review.

6.4.4.4. JohnK:  Strawpoll:  Yes, No, or Abstain to declining these comments, because they affect the current tradeoffs on status of HCF and EDCF.

6.4.4.5. JohnF:  The strawpoll vote is 30:5:6.  Matthew has requested this. 

6.4.4.6. GregC:  The strawpoll indicates it’s not controversial anymore.

6.4.4.7. MatthewS:  I’m just asking for one more day to review and perhaps to make a proposal.

6.4.4.8. JohnF:  I suggest that the group gives the time requested by Matthew and consider this tomorrow.

6.4.4.9. DuncanK:  We’ve been talking about this for three years, and another day doesn’t help.  You can always move to table the motion.

6.4.4.10. JohnK:  Move to accept as a resolution declining comments the following text:  This comment is declined.

6.4.4.11. DuncanK:  Second.

6.4.4.12. MatthewS:  Move to postpone until 10:30am tomorrow.

6.4.4.13. Bob Miller: Second.

6.4.4.14. JohnF:  Motion to postpone is not debatable.  

6.4.4.15. JohnF:  Vote:  10:25:11.  Fails.

6.4.4.16. John Fuller:  Call the question.

6.4.4.17. SriniK:  Second.

6.4.4.18. JohnF:  Is there any objection to calling the question?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Vote (technical):  30:8:4 Passes.

6.4.4.19. JohnF:  I still want to assure that about 700 other comments are still not accounted for.

6.4.4.20. SriniK:  The frames group has started; it has 500 comments, and has covered 100 of them.

6.4.4.21. JohnK:  Have 50 for general, of which 15 were just resolved.

6.4.4.22. SriniK:  Keith has about 150; JohnK also has 9.10.2.4.2, which has another 150 comments.

6.4.4.23. DuncanK:  9.1 and 9.10.1 have about 150 comments.

6.4.4.24. JohnF:  We need a strategy for how to go on about all those comments.

6.4.5. Discussion of motion to reconsider

6.4.5.1. MatthewS:  Point of Order.  Before I asked if the motion to table is debatable, and you said no.  But I just checked Robert’s Rules and it is debatable.

6.4.5.2. JohnF:  Does it require 2/3 or is it 50 percent?

6.4.5.3. Harry Worstell:  It shows 2/3.  

6.4.5.4. JohnF:  That makes it equivalent to a motion to reconsider.  Matthew, is that an acceptable alternative?

6.4.5.5. John Fuller:  Is that motion to reconsider debatable?

6.4.5.6. JohnF:  Yes.

6.4.5.7. MatthewS:  Is the motion to reconsider in order tomorrow?

6.4.5.8. JohnF:  I will allow that.

6.4.5.9. DuncanK:  There is a set process for breaches in procedure. It should be followed.

6.4.5.10. JohnF:  I choose not to go there; if there is a motion to reconsider tomorrow, I will consider It in order.

6.4.5.11. JohnK:  But to do that tomorrow, it will be the time that is being requested anyway.

6.4.5.12. SriniK:  I was on the winning side, so I move to reconsider.

6.4.5.13. MatthewS:  Second.

6.4.5.14. JohnF:  Matthew, I will give you the chance to present on this [issue].

6.4.5.15. MatthewS:  This topic came up randomly on the agenda, so there was little time to check now.  The material was not in to-doc-keeper, but in a working folder, so was hard to find; I would like to make a presentation on this – would like this to be an agenda item so that I could make a 10 minute presentation.

6.4.5.16. JohnF:  Someone to speak against reconsideration?

6.4.5.17. JohnK:  I speak against.  Have had three years to review, 83% approval, and 90-some percent were all right with the current text here.  We knew that this topic would be coming up during these meetings.  The people in the room are tired about arguing about this.

6.4.5.18. Bob Miller:  I realize this is contentious; I believe the vote was taken in haste; the overall voters are not necessarily represented in this room.  I believe this is cutting off a branch of the tree, so we need to do it with a little more dignity to do something with such broad consequences.

6.4.5.19. JohnF:  I believe we still need to bring the actual comments back.

6.4.5.20. John Fuller:  That’s not what is on the screen.

6.4.5.21. JohnF:  I stand corrected then.

6.4.5.22. DuncanK:  I speak against this motion.  The overwhelming majority are in favor.

6.4.5.23. GregC:  Call the question.

6.4.5.24. {Secretary missed who seconded.}

6.4.5.25. JohnF:  Is there any objection to call the question?  I see two, so we will vote.  In favor of calling the question (2/3 vote): 24 :7:11  Passes, so the question is called.

6.4.5.26. JohnF:  All in favor of the motion to reconsider?  Vote (2/3):  8:27:11, so fails.

6.4.5.27. SriniK:  One clarification:  my group has slightly less than 750 comments, not 500.

6.4.5.28. JohnF:  How can the general group help the ad-hoc groups?

6.4.5.29. SriniK:  Can we schedule a meeting now?

6.4.5.30. JohnF:  No more time is scheduled today.

6.4.5.31. JohnK:  When can we meet?

6.5. Recess

6.5.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any more comments? Hearing none, the meeting is recessed.

6.5.1.2. JohnF recessed the meeting at 5:22pm

7. Thursday Morning, March 13, 2003

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to Order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting  to order at 8:07am.

7.2. Presentation of Papers

7.2.1. Discussion of papers to be presented

7.2.1.1. JohnF:  I have heard requests for more papers to be presented.

7.2.1.2. MarkB:  Will present a paper on Roaming when that topic comes up.  

7.2.1.3. JohnF: Let’s do that paper now.  Do you have your paper ready?

7.2.1.4. MarkB:  The text only went on the server last night, so we can’t make a motion yet.

7.2.1.5. JohnK:  I have a paper ready on AV uses of 802.11e, but have no associated motion.

7.2.1.6. RichardL:  I have a paper on QAP, but with no motion

7.2.1.7. JohnF: Informative only?

7.2.1.8. RichardL:  Yes.

7.2.1.9. JohnF:  In the meantime I’d like the group leaders to be ready with reports; then we’ll probably recess for ad-hoc group works.  We really need to get working on those; the current rate is unacceptable.  I’ve calculated that at this rate it will take a year and a half.  There have been some informal reports on ad-hoc progress.  Also we may [hold an Ad-Hoc meeting].

7.2.2. Document 802.11-03/196r1, Roaming Improvements, Mark Bilstad

7.2.2.1. MarkB:  this is a follow-up to the previous version of this paper.  This proposal is related to comments 860, 861, 862, 863, plus is an alternate resolution to several other comments. [See list at beginning of the paper.]  

7.2.2.2. MarkB:  defining a new “QoS Management Action Header”, allowing a “transport” alternative.

7.2.2.3. MatthewS:  So you’re encapsulating within a TSPEC?

7.2.2.4. MarkB:  No.

7.2.2.5. MatthewS:  Did you add the bidirectional field to the TSPEC?

7.2.2.6. MarkB:  Yes.  But there is no change to the structure of the information elements; basically adding a new one.

7.2.2.7. MatthewS:  Is there anything new in the management information header?

7.2.2.8. MarkB:  Nothing.  I’d like to get rid of action frames, but that might be a problem later for .11h.

7.2.2.9. JimL:  How many TSPECs are in the association?

7.2.2.10. MarkB:  In the case of a phone call the direction allow you to collapse into a single TSPEC, then that can be embedded in the association request.  You can, in that case, have multiple associations on one request.  But the action frames are unchanged.

7.2.2.11. ??2:  Can there be multiple elements, and a schedule element?  

7.2.2.12. MarkB:  Yes.

7.2.2.13. Isaac:  With bidirectional field, how many responses?

7.2.2.14. MarkB:  Just one response.

7.2.2.15. JohnK:  If there is a different schedule in each direction?  Does this [matter]?

7.2.2.16. BobM:  There is only one schedule for everything.

7.2.2.17. JohnK:  The way we have it done right now is that the TSPEC is associated only with the initiator.

7.2.2.18. BobM:  There’s only one schedule.

7.2.2.19. JohnK:  In the downlink direction you’re not sending a poll, but need one in uplink.  How do know that that schedule is sufficient.

7.2.2.20. BobM:  The schedule is just a schedule.  But better question is what do you do if you want to reject one while accept the other.

7.2.2.21. MarkB: Should be explicitly stated that the AP should be allowed to split the response to the TSPECS, one up and one down.  

7.2.2.22. SriniK:  The good thing is that can attach the action.

7.2.2.23. MarkB:  That’s true; I don’t see any disruption to what security might need. 

7.2.2.24. MarkB:  The text is in 11-03-196r1-E-Roaming-Improvements-Norm-Text.doc.  The idea was to make it find the same format as the TSPEC.

7.2.2.25. JohnK: You wouldn’t mind if we changed the TSPEC granularity – if we made it less granular?

7.2.2.26. MarkB:  Not at all.

7.2.2.27. MatthewS:  What about if used time format; it’s different from available time?  Since you have time format, why not keep that?

7.2.2.28. JohnK:  What’s the meaning of this?

7.2.2.29. MarkB:  The meaning is that you’re trying to advertise the clients for admission.

7.2.2.30. JohnK:  In a time slice there is a station-station link that is between those; it’s not meaningful for the whole BSS.

7.2.2.31. MarkB:  Trying to give a client indication of what’s available.

7.2.2.32. MatthewS:  Say have 2 Mbits available while running at 11 Mbits, but can only run at 11 mbits, then can have false advertising.  If I’m a factor of two off in the capacity, then I’m not close to the actual.

7.2.2.33. MarkB: This is just an approximation process.

7.2.2.34. JohnK:  Time works better here.

7.2.2.35. CharlesW:  But isn’t that equivalent to the available in the time available in the AP?

7.2.2.36. MatthewS:  You should advertise time available.

7.2.2.37. CharlesW:  I’m agreeing.

7.2.2.38. SriniK:  You have a problem still with time.  You know there’s an amount of time, but don’t know which direction.  It’s dynamic, so you’ll always have this time.

7.2.2.39. JohnK:  It’s isotropic.

7.2.2.40. MatthewS:  That’s why you always want to reserve additional bandwidth.

7.2.2.41. JohnK:  The admissions space is always both rate and time dependent.

7.2.2.42. MarkB:  The point of this is it’s a guess; you need TSPECs.

7.2.2.43. CharlesW:  No matter what anyone does you’re always going to have this problem with roaming.

7.2.2.44. MarkB:  This will always be an approximation; the goal is to give as good an approximation as you can.

7.2.2.45. MatthewS:  I’d call this “max admitted utilization”.

7.2.2.46. MarkB:  I’ll follow up with you on that.

7.2.2.47. JavierP:  How do you know  all the parameters apriori?  You might know uplink but not downlink parameters beforehand.

7.2.2.48. MarkB: This is just collapsing the two TSPECs into one.

7.2.2.49. MarkB:  This proposal also includes the editorial change to replace “ADDTS action frame” into “ADDTS action request / response”.

7.2.2.50. MarkB:  If you have any objections to this, please come to talk to me.

7.2.3. Document 11-02/427/r2A, Recommended Practice for use of 802.11e for Broadcast AV Transmission, John Kowalski

7.2.3.1. JohnK:  This [paper] is put together by representatives of the AV companies, who need interoperability very strongly. But is not clear that applications for AV will use a DS.  May have a QAP/HC that is external to the settop box, TV, etc., and that QAP/HC may or may not be connected to a DS.  Do expect to use HCF, but not PCF, also Block Ack, DLP.

7.2.3.2. MatthewS:  I’m on a truth in advertising campaign:  really should say “polled access” instead of “HCF”.

7.2.3.3. JohnK:  That’s precisely what we mean.

7.2.3.4. KeithA:  I don’t mean to be rude, but does this apply to comments?

7.2.3.5. MatthewS:  I believe it will indicate the needs of AV manufacturers for certain features.

7.2.3.6. JohnK:  Agree.

7.2.3.7. KeithA:  What about power save?

7.2.3.8. JohnK:  It’s not vital to this set of uses; what we’re talking about here is things that plug into walls.

7.2.3.9. CharlesW:  Would you call these AV parameters?

7.2.3.10. JohnK:  These are the broadcast parameters.

7.2.3.11. JohnK:  We especially seek feedback on the MIB parameters [listed in this document].

7.2.4. Document 11-03/206r0, A Separate QAP EDCF Parameter Set, Richard van Leeuwen

7.2.4.1. RichardL:  After saturation, in the simulation the upstream still gets time, at the cost of the downstream.

7.2.4.2. SriniK:  I think this needs to be done.  Is there a comment associated with this? 

7.2.4.3. RichardL: Several are related to this.

7.2.4.4. BobM:  My question is about bounds: is this bounded?  

7.2.4.5. RichardL:  You could use the HC parameters, but this implies that you have to do the scheduling in the AP.

7.2.4.6. BobM:  You might starve the others; what about using admission control?

7.2.4.7. RichardL:  You certainly could use admission control.

7.2.4.8. KeithA: How many nodes?

7.2.4.9. RichardL:  50.

7.2.4.10. KeithA:  Did you ever try running these with hidden node scenario?

7.2.4.11. RichardL:  No.

7.2.4.12. JimL:  Why do you need this when the AP can do scheduling

7.2.4.13. RichardL: You still have four access categories, even in the AP.  The reason is to have this when you don’t have an AP that does scheduling.

7.2.4.14. Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  You’re using four different ACs?

7.2.4.15. RichardL:  Yes.

7.2.4.16. CharlesW:  There were comments about whether they were separated.

7.2.4.17. RichardL:  There were comments about having four.

7.2.4.18. CharlesW:  So this is assuming that admission control already is done?

7.2.4.19. RichardL:  Yes.

7.2.4.20. SriniK:  In Fort Lauderdale this was implied by some of the comment solutions, but never really brought out.

7.2.4.21. JavierP:  Didn’t we already have 4 ACs?

7.2.4.22. RichardL:  Strawpoll: everybody in favor of this proposal?

7.2.4.23. JohnF:  The results are  20:3:10.

7.2.5. Discussion about an ad-hoc interim meeting

7.2.5.1. JohnF: Keith has offered a location for another Ad-Hoc meeting.  But first, [I’d like to ask whether there are any other offers].

7.2.5.2. AmjadS:  We can also host a meeting.

7.2.5.3. JohnK:  It makes sense to have at least one [alternative].

7.2.5.4. SriniK:  We do about 10 comments per hour and have 750 comments left, so we need at least 60-70 hours.

7.2.5.5. JavierP:  What about teleconference?

7.2.5.6. JohnF:  That is a possibility, though in the past teleconferences haven’t been very effective.

7.2.5.7. SidS:  We have to take into account what the attendance will be if we have two conferences.

7.2.5.8. MatthewS:  At the ad-hoc we really need to run only one track at a teleconference.

7.2.5.9. JohnF:  So we have three alternatives here.

7.2.5.10. BobM: If we have a teleconference, we need to send all drafts to the reflector before the meeting.

7.2.5.11. JohnF:  That is always a good idea for people who have [the chance to read them beforehand].

7.2.5.12. JohnF:  Poll:  by the end of April, how many people will show up if we have at least one Ad-Hoc meeting? How many people will participate in two if we have two Ad-Hoc meetings?  And how many people will participate in a teleconference?  You may vote for more than one.

7.2.5.13. JohnF:  The results are:  12:2:20.  Based on that, I suggest one ad-hoc and some teleconferences in between.  Any objections to that suggestion?  Hearing none, I propose something in the week of April 21st. 

7.2.5.14. KeithA:  That also meets the 30 day requirement.

7.2.5.15. JohhF:  Are there any objections to those times?  Hearing no objections, are there any other candidates?  Hearing none, I’d like presentations from the two candidates.

7.2.5.16. KeithA:  We have two possible locations near the Boulder area, both with high speed connections; one has more restaurants.  It is 30 miles from the airport.

7.2.5.17. JohnF:  Do you have wireless?

7.2.5.18. KeithA:  That will be worked out.

7.2.5.19. AmjadS:  New York is the most convenient location in the world.  Have at least 4 airports.  Briarcliff Manor is 35 miles north of the city; takes about 40 minutes on the train from New York.  Can provide wireless internet connections.

7.2.5.20. JohnK:  Suggest that we have another ad-hoc after the Singapore and that be the [other of the two offers].

7.2.5.21. JohnF:  Strawpoll, vote for one, everyone may vote:  Colorado by everyone, then Colorado by expected participants; New York by everyone; then New York by expected participants.  

7.2.5.22. JohnF:  The vote is: 8:6:10:9.  Is there any objection to New York?  I hear none, so New York it is.  How about setting up the meeting times now?

7.2.5.23. SriniK:  Most of us will be coming from the West Coast, so will have to come in the previous day anyway, so would like to start earlier anyway.

7.2.5.24. JohnF: I’ll go with the group’s direction, but how about starting with 2pm?

7.2.5.25. SidS:  I believe that the meeting should start earlier.

7.2.5.26. KeithA:  I can fly in in the morning.

7.2.5.27. SidS:  OK.

7.2.5.28. JohnF:  So no objection to 2pm Monday.  What flights can be caught on the way out?

7.2.5.29. JohnK:  Should allow 1-1/2 hours.

7.2.5.30. JohnF:  Ok, so end at 4pm on Thursday, and work 9am-9:30pm the other days.

7.2.5.31. JohnF:  Teleconferences.  Do we want weekly, bi-weekly?

7.2.5.32. JohnK:  I’m not of the opinion that teleconferences are of much use; how about having only one?

7.2.5.33. SriniK:  I speak against what John said.  My suggestion is to have two every week.

7.2.5.34. MatthewS:  I would advocate one per week; last time I had two, I got burned out.

7.2.5.35. CharlesW:  How long will these be?  

7.2.5.36. JohnF: Typically about 2-1/2 hours.

7.2.5.37. KeithA:  If we’re going to do teleconferences, I’d like to see a show of hands of people who will actually be on the calls.

7.2.5.38. JohnF:  I agree, but need to decide first how many we’re going to have.  If you raise your hand, you promise participate.

7.2.5.39. JohnF:  Strawpoll:  participate in 2 per week; participate in only one teleconference, total; participate in 1 per week.  The results are 4:2:11.  So are there any objections to one per week?  Hearing no objections, then how about 2-1/2 hours?  Any objections?  Hearing no objections, what time slots?  Suggestions for times:  12pm EST, 6pm EST, and to alternate between the times to be fair to different areas of the world.  Results are: 12 : 5: 3.  So are there any objections to set the time to 12pm.  What day of the week?

7.2.5.40. JohnK:  Wednesday.

7.2.5.41. JohnF:  Are there any objections to Wednesday?

7.2.5.42. ??3:  RRM has their teleconferences on Wednesday, but 8-9 PST.

7.2.5.43. MatthewS:  Begin what week?

7.2.5.44. JohnF:  Could begin in 30 days, but that’s the week of the ad-hoc.  

7.2.5.45. CharlesW:  TGk started in less than 30 days.

7.2.5.46. JohnF: If no one objects you can do that, but otherwise have to follow the rules.

7.2.5.47. MatthewS:  30 days is only the 16th.

7.2.5.48. JohnF:  So what about having the 16th, 30th, and another one in May?

7.2.5.49. SriniK:  In the past we’ve had teleconferences within 10 days; and we need as many hours as we can.

7.2.5.50. MatthewS:  And there’s only one possible slot in May, so we could only squeeze in additional ones earlier.

7.2.5.51. JohnF:  When would you want to start?

7.2.5.52. SriniK: On March 26th.

7.2.5.53. JohnK:  In order to avoid 30-day procedures, why not schedule these after Singapore, until we go to recirculation?

7.2.5.54. JohnF:  Vote for one:  first one on 16th April and continue until recirculation;  first one on 26th March and continuing until recirculation?  

7.2.5.55. JohnF:  The vote is 0:11.  Is there any objection to starting on the 26th and continue until recirculation?

7.2.5.56. CharlesW:  Following what TGk said, how about just saying that we’ll have teleconferences until we cancel them?  So then wouldn’t have to reschedule later.

7.2.5.57. JohnF:  With all due respect, we already aren’t obeying the 30-day rule, so would rather not push too far.

7.2.5.58. SriniK:  My daughter’s birthday is on April 23rd,so would like to request that the [Interim] Ad-Hoc meet one week earlier or later, which would still be 30 days after this session. 

7.2.5.59. JohnF:  Completing the teleconferences [issue] first: one per week starting on 16th March, on Wednesdays, and continuing until the recirculation ballot starts.  Last call: any objections?  Hearing none, then that is the decision.

7.2.5.60. JohnF:  Now on moving the Ad-Hoc meeting.  Any objections to moving it?  I see two objections, so we’ll vote.

7.2.5.61. JavierP:  The Philips Lab can’t support the 14th of April.

7.2.5.62. JohnF:  The options are to [meet] the 21st-25th of April; or the 28th April-1st of May.  The vote is 6:8, so will change the dates to April 28th – 1st of May.  Are there any objections to these dates?  Hearing none, that is the schedule.

7.3. Recess

7.3.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting for the break at 10:00am

7.4. Opening

7.4.1. Call to Order

7.4.1.1. JohnF called the meeting  to order at 10:40am.

7.4.2. Teleconference discussion

7.4.2.1. JohnF:  We need a coordinator for the teleconferences.  Are there any volunteers? 

7.4.2.2. SriniK: I have a number and administrative work done, so will volunteer.

7.4.2.3. JohnF:  Then, if there are no objections, Srini will the leader for those teleconferences.

7.4.3. Agenda:  ad-hoc comment resolutions group work

7.4.3.1. JohnF:  I have the section leaders as Keith, JohnK, Duncan, Sid and Srini.

7.4.3.2. KeithA:  Will be working on Power Save, clause 11, and on MIB.  We do have an overlap with Srini’s group.  But will first defer for half an hour, because I have a presentation in another group.

7.4.3.3. JohnF:  Sid is done.

7.4.3.4. SriniK:  We will be working on about 700 comments in the Clause 7 group.

7.4.3.5. DuncanK:  I’m not ready to do the rest of the red marked comments, but there is nothing more for the ad hoc group to do – including clause 9.1.

7.4.3.6. JohnK:  Our group will meet now about Annex X, 9.10.2.4.2 and General comments, and we need a lot of support, especially with wordsmithing.

7.4.3.7. JohnF:  So the three active groups are KeithA, JohnF, and SriniK.  Status will be needed at 7pm.  

7.4.4. Recess

7.4.4.1. JohnF recessed the meeting at 10:48am for ad-hoc group work until 7pm.

8. Thursday Evening, March 13, 2003

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to order

8.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:07pm.

8.1.2. Agenda review

8.1.2.1. JohnF: We have special orders to entertain motions related to putting out a new draft.

8.1.2.2. MarkB:  I want to make a motion related to my earlier paper.

8.1.2.3. JohnF:  Since that was previously scheduled, we don’t need a new item for that.  Do we have any other papers or motions that need to be taken up in this meeting?  Hearing none, then we need to review the accomplishments of the ad-hoc groups.  The order I have for reporting is Keith, JohnK, Srini and then Sid.

8.2. Ad hoc group reports

8.2.1. Power save (clause 11.2 and Annex D) ad-hoc comment resolution group

8.2.1.1. Document 11-03-247r1-E-LB51_Comment_Resolution_Clause_112_and_Annex_D.xls

8.2.1.2. KeithA:  There are about 50 related comments, 22 of which have been resolved by the group, and three need to be brought to the TG as a whole. [Starting with the comments marked in green in that document.] 

8.2.1.3. KeithA:  At Fort Lauderdale the group reworked the text about the “more data” bit to resolve a number of related comments.  [Comments 107, 1018, 1038.]

8.2.1.4. JavierP:  I believe that the frame format group had a different resolution.

8.2.1.5. KeithA:  Did you have a resolution to keep it, or to do nothing with it?

8.2.1.6. SriniK:  Basically to do nothing with it.

8.2.1.7. KeithA:  Strawpoll:  What is the feeling about the “schedule pending” bit?

8.2.1.8. BobM: We couldn’t come up with a purpose beyond keeping the station awake listening for it.

8.2.1.9. JavierP:  “More Data” is only used for power save mode, so it could be used by the AP to tell a station to stay awake pending a schedule.

8.2.1.10. BobM:  The only way for a station to transition to power save.

8.2.1.11. KeithA:  The consensus we came to is to remove it.  Strawpoll in favor of removing the schedule pending bit; those opposed?  [And those] abstain[ing].

8.2.1.12. JohnF:  I count 12:4:7.

8.2.1.13. KeithA: So I would tend to remove the bit.

8.2.1.14. AmjadS:  The group as a whole has not had a chance to discuss.  I would like to get an opportunity to discuss this.

8.2.1.15. KeithA:  So I will remove this portion of our proposed resolution, in favor of discussing the other comments in the set that we’ve covered.  So will put into the resolution [the following words]:  “Alternate resolution:  It is believed that the use of the ‘schedule pending’ bit is required in certain polling scenarios; therefore the removal remark is declined. The remainder of the comment is accepted.” Instead of “delete all references…”.  This applies to a number of the comments in our set of comments.

8.2.1.16. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.17. KeithA:  The next comment [662] is to define dot11ScheduleTimeOut, which we will not accept [because there is no proposed resolution].

8.2.1.18. JavierP:  I’ll write the definition.

8.2.1.19. KeithA:  Change “may”:  so the comment is accepted.

8.2.1.20. SriniK:  Need to make that consistent.

8.2.1.21. KeithA:  Our feeling was that the actual language used is editorial.

8.2.1.22. SriniK:  Ok.

8.2.1.23. KeithA:  Comment [201] on setting the APSD.

8.2.1.24. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.25. KeithA:  [Comment 202 is] another version of the same issue; we had not fully defined all the sides setting the bit.

8.2.1.26. SriniK:  Think we shouldn’t introduce the term “parent” here.

8.2.1.27. KeithA:  Agree, and am changing that.

8.2.1.28. SriniK:  Does this new text go into clause 7?

8.2.1.29. KeithA:  We weren’t clear about that, so we would leave that up to editor.

8.2.1.30. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.31. KeithA:  Comments [418, 1441] that the APSD bit is not an extended capability bit.  We accepted these straightforwardly.

8.2.1.32. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.33. KeithA:  [Comment 1747] “a Automatic” -> “an Automatic” is editorial, not technical.

8.2.1.34. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.35. KeithA:  Comment [203] to have consistent phrase for APSD; we just replicated this throughout.

8.2.1.36. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.37. KeithA:  Items b) and  f) comment [819, 820] on use of “state” and “mode”.  We decided that these are identical in usage, so we decided to use “mode” in all cases and delete “state”.

8.2.1.38. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.39. KeithA:  Next [comment 875] is how traffic should be sequenced as it comes out of an APSD.  The recommendation is an alternate resolution to remove the last portion of the statement, and to order data on a per priority / per station basis.

8.2.1.40. BobM:  This really is just saying that must preserve the original order per priority per station.  Really just a clarification.

8.2.1.41. KeithA:  I was the original commentator and was willing to let this go, but others thought we should make this change.

8.2.1.42. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.43. KeithA:  Broadcast, multicast rule clarification [comments 1073 and 1488].

8.2.1.44. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.45. KeithA:  Comments [1569 and 1748] on d) and f) were both accepted.

8.2.1.46. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.47. KeithA:  [In comment 129] Terms “APSD beacon” and “Wakeup beacon” weren’t defined;  we combined them into the latter and defined the term.

8.2.1.48. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.49. KeithA:  Next [comment 204] is the QoS Ack problem again with the ‘more data’ bit.

8.2.1.50. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.51. KeithA:  Next [comment 440] is about clause d) is about PS-poll frame.  We suggest an alternate resolution to add an additional bullet that provided the corresponding definition for the AP.

8.2.1.52. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.53. KeithA:  Next [comment 821] is the same comment and solution.

8.2.1.54. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.1.55. KeithA:  That’s it.  I’ll insert a new revision of this document into to-doc-keeper.

8.2.2. Annex A and General ad-hoc comment resolution group

8.2.2.1. Document 11-03-230r1-E-940242,_Annex_A_and_General_comments.xls

8.2.2.2. JohnK:  The motion yesterday covered the first set of comments in this document, so are done already. Comment 564 is the first in this new set.

8.2.2.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.4. JohnK:  Comment 1064 and resolution.

8.2.2.5. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.6. JohnK:  Comment 913 is that PICS needs to be rewritten.  Our resolution is to delete CF13 and CF14 and replace references by CF12.

8.2.2.7. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.8. JohnK:  We deferred comment 877 to the [?] group.

8.2.2.9. JohnK:  Comment 763 was declined, because we thought the PICS is clear.

8.2.2.10. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.11. JohnK:  Next Comment 81 was declined.

8.2.2.12. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.13. JohnK:  The next is by Carlos Rios on DLP.

8.2.2.14. JohnK:  Comment 49 Carlos did go over yesterday, and, based on the results of that vote, we declined this comment.

8.2.2.15. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.16. JohnK:  Comment 46 is an implementation issue and beyond the scope of this standard.

8.2.2.17. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.18. JohnK:  Comment 67 is on no-Ack..

8.2.2.19. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.20. JohnK:  Comment 85 to eliminate QIBSS.  We declined it under the belief that there exist [?].

8.2.2.21. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.22. JohnK:  Comment 110 we believe is invalid as it does not refer to the draft..

8.2.2.23. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.24. JohnK:  Comment 178 is also deferred to the APSD group.

8.2.2.25. JohnK:  Comment 387 was accepted based on a resolution from Portland.

8.2.2.26. JohnK:  Comment 388 was accepted.

8.2.2.27. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.28. JohnK: Comment 389 was accepted and a new bit will be defined by the editor in the extended capability bit.  (QACK bit)

8.2.2.29. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  

8.2.2.30. SriniK:  I thought we had removed that line in Portland.

8.2.2.31. MatthewS:  There is another reference 

8.2.2.32. CharlesW:  I have a question: piggyback anything is not defined in the draft, but used only twice in the draft.

8.2.2.33. GregC:  Piggyback is not a well defined term.  Clause 3.14 does put it in double quotes.  There’s no formal name give for that.  You can invent a new formal name.  

8.2.2.34. MatthewS:  The term is used in the base standard.

8.2.2.35. SidS:  That’s a different usage.

8.2.2.36. SriniK:  The usage is clear enough.

8.2.2.37. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.38. JohnK:  Comments 390, 391 are deferred to other groups.

8.2.2.39. JohnK:  Comment 442 promised a later paper, which never came, so we declined it.

8.2.2.40. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.41. JohnK:  Comment 643 was partially accepted about MIB variables.

8.2.2.42. SriniK:  I have no idea what that means.

8.2.2.43. GregC:  The commentator seemed to be saying that the text of the normal algorithms was using x, y and z and not making it clear that these values were coming out of the MIB variables.  So the direction to the editor was to find those MIB variables.

8.2.2.44. SriniK:  Clause 9.1 used a shorthand notation for this.

8.2.2.45. GregC:  Commentator was referring to those in general in the document, so we regarded it as editorial.

8.2.2.46. SriniK:  Should I check those AIFS etc.

8.2.2.47. JohnK:  We thought not.

8.2.2.48. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.49. JohnK:  We accepted comment 649 with directions to create a definition.

8.2.2.50. JohnK:  Comment 709 was declined because of defined usage for “shall”.  See comment 745.

8.2.2.51. SriniK: Clause 7 has only one “shall” in it.

8.2.2.52. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.53. JohnK:  Comment 711 was also declined because of defined usage for “shall”.  See comment 745.

8.2.2.54. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.55. JohnK:  Comment 721 was accepted.

8.2.2.56. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.57. JohnK: Comment 722 had the same resolution.

8.2.2.58. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.59. JohnK:  Comment 891 to remove group Ack because we thought group Ack is useful.

8.2.2.60. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.61. JohnK:  Comment 906 to remove APSD, with similar resolution.

8.2.2.62. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.63. JohnK:  Comment 911 requires more work.  This will be brought up again later (marked in red).

8.2.2.64. JohnK:  Comment 989 was declined because the PICS sufficiently defines what is needed.

8.2.2.65. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.66. JohnK:  Comment 990 is identical to 989 with same results.

8.2.2.67. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.68. JohnK:  Comment 1795 was declined because retry limits are maximum values.

8.2.2.69. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.70. CharlesW:  For my own information:  on retries you keep retrying forever until limit.

8.2.2.71. JohnK:  Every frame has its own retry limit.

8.2.2.72. CharlesW:  You wouldn’t have a higher priority come in?

8.2.2.73. JohnK:  I believe not.

8.2.2.74. JohnK:  Comment 1796 was accepted as editorial.

8.2.2.75. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.76. JohnK: Comment 1797 on DLP was reclassified as editorial.

8.2.2.77. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.78. JohnK:  Comment 28 was declined because no definition was offered, though we would be happy to entertain a suggestion later.

8.2.2.79. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.2.80. JohnK:  And this group is done.

8.2.2.81. MatthewS: I walked in late; will there be a bulk vote to accept all the comments of this group?

8.2.2.82. JohnF:  No, because we’re accepting each one separately.

8.2.3. Clause 7 ad-hoc comment resolution group

8.2.3.1. Document 11-03-063r3-E-LB510_Comment_Resolution_Clause_7.xls

8.2.3.2. SriniK:  [This] document is on the server.  Comment 144 is to change text as for comment 286.  Comment 286 is the same, with proposed text, which we accepted.  Comment 424 is the same, again.

8.2.3.3. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution for all three comments?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.4. SriniK: Comment 476 was declined because there really is not much overhead and it is helpful to avoid wraparounds.

8.2.3.5. SidS:  The sequence numbers aren’t a problem.

8.2.3.6. SriniK:  We felt they aren’t that much complexity.

8.2.3.7. SidS:  This eliminates the need for keeping a counter in the AP, but more bytes that you need in the table.

8.2.3.8. GregC:  You wouldn’t even notice it.

8.2.3.9. SidS:  I’m not convinced.

8.2.3.10. JohnF:  You object to this?

8.2.3.11. SidS:  Yes, but we could take a strawpoll.

8.2.3.12. JohnF:  Let’s move on to get the ones that aren’t controversial.

8.2.3.13. SriniK:  Comment 698 was classified as editorial with a suggestion.

8.2.3.14. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.15. SriniK: Comments 288 and 426 were declined and resolved by comment 166.

8.2.3.16. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.17. SriniK:  Comment 289 about ack policy being unclear was accepted, with direction to use “No Ack” policy for CF-Ack frames.

8.2.3.18. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.19. SriniK: Comment 291 is to remove the bit, because we felt it was different from more data bit, which we declined.

8.2.3.20. KeithA:  I disagree with this resolution.

8.2.3.21. JohnF:  Again, let’s move on to get the ones that aren’t controversial.

8.2.3.22. SriniK:  Comment 857.

8.2.3.23. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.24. SriniK:  Comment 934 was declined because this is covered under data type frames.

8.2.3.25. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.26. SriniK: Comment 481 was accepted.

8.2.3.27. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.28. SriniK:  Comment 701 requested mathematical expression for exact definition and was accepted and classified as editorial.

8.2.3.29. BobM:  Doesn’t the resolution change to the next multiple?

8.2.3.30. SriniK: Yes, we round up.

8.2.3.31. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.32. SriniK:  Comment 1092 was accepted, but incomplete resolution.

8.2.3.33. JohnF:  So move to the next comment.

8.2.3.34. SriniK:  Comment 1093 has an alternate resolution with a queue size value of 255 used.

8.2.3.35. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.36. SriniK:  Comment 1094 also has an alternate resolution, including replacing “frame body” by “MSDU” to exclude the current MSDU.

8.2.3.37. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.38. SriniK:  Comment 428 to use 255 to indicate unknown or unspecified duration was declined because we didn’t want to allow that value.

8.2.3.39. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.40. SriniK:  Comment 145 is a duplicate of comment 166 that we resolved yesterday.

8.2.3.41. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.42. SriniK:  Comment 858 about including PHY requirements we accepted.

8.2.3.43. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.44. SriniK:  Comment 935 to remove the duration request field was declined because the usage is described in clause 9.

8.2.3.45. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.46. SriniK:  Comment 292 was accepted to delete changes to that subclause.

8.2.3.47. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.48. SriniK:  Comment 146 was accepted as in document 03/093r1.

8.2.3.49. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.50. SriniK:  Comment 238 has the same resolution as comment 146 from Fort Lauderdale.

8.2.3.51. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.52. SriniK:  Comment 482 about the word “polled” excludes the case of downlink RTS frames was accepted and the word “polled” was deleted.

8.2.3.53. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.54. SriniK:  Comment 936 to make receive action generic was accepted, with the correction that it is about a different subclause.

8.2.3.55. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.56. SriniK:  Comment 483 was accepted.

8.2.3.57. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.58. SriniK:  Comment 859 about when CTS frames are sent was declined because the polled TXOP text is consistent.

8.2.3.59. MatthewS: You can still precede it with an RTS.

8.2.3.60. SriniK:  Yes, this was just about semantics.

8.2.3.61. KeithA:  I agree.

8.2.3.62. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.63. SriniK:  Comment 239.

8.2.3.64. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.65. SriniK:  Comment 703 has a very nice paragraph as a suggested solution.  This was accepted, except for the last sentence, which was for legacy, but was not there in the base standard. 

8.2.3.66. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.67. SriniK:  Comment 484 on block Ack request was accepted.

8.2.3.68. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.69. SriniK:  Comment 485 on no such thing as  “sequence control number” was accepted.

8.2.3.70. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.71. SriniK:  Comment 937 about note in text was declined because it only ensures time.

8.2.3.72. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.73. SriniK:  Comment 938 about DurationID frame definition was partially accepted, but part declined because non-QoS STAs can’t send GroupAckReq frames and QSTAs do not follow the DurationID rules.

8.2.3.74. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.75. SriniK:  Comment 1095 was accepted with resolution to comment 938.

8.2.3.76. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.77. SriniK:  Comment 119 was declined; to extract the starting sequence control you have to multiply by 16.

8.2.3.78. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.79. SriniK:  Comment 29 was accepted and a good idea.

8.2.3.80. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this resolution?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed.

8.2.3.81. SriniK:  That is the set of easy ones so far for this group.

8.2.4. Motion to Empower the WG for an Interim meeting

8.2.4.1. JohnF:  I overlooked a motion in new business for a motion to empower the working group at the Interim meeting in case we can send out a recirculation ballot.

8.2.4.2. JohnK:  Move to empower the WG during the Interim meeting to make any decisions regarding the LB#51 comment resolution process including the approval of a new TGe draft and initiating a Recirculation ballot.

8.2.4.3. SidS: Second.

8.2.4.4. AmjadS:  Amendment to insert “May 03” before “Interim meeting”

8.2.4.5. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this amendment?  Hearing none, this amendment is passed.

8.2.4.6. JohnF:  Vote on the motion.

8.2.4.7. JohnF:  The vote is 31:0:1, the motion passes unanimously.

8.2.4.8. AmjadS:  We had an announcement but no motion on the interim meeting.

8.2.4.9. SriniK:  I  move to approve announcements (1) and (2) in Document 03/256r0 about  the April-May Ad-Hoc meeting

8.2.4.10. JavierP: Second.

8.2.4.11. JohnF:  Is there any objection to this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed.

8.2.5. Motion on Roaming Improvements

8.2.5.1. JohnF:  Mark, you wanted to make a motion with respect to your earlier paper.

8.2.5.2. MarkB:  This refers to units of 32 microseconds per seconds.

8.2.5.3. MarkB:  I move to resolve the comments listed in Document 03/196r2 by incorporating the changes to the draft text in  03/196r1 into the draft.

8.2.5.4. SriniK:  Second

8.2.5.5. JohnF: Is there any discussion on this motion.  Hearing none, is there any objection to this motion?  Hearing none, this resolution is passed unanimously.

8.2.6. 9.10.1 comment resolution ad-hoc group

8.2.6.1. Document 11-03-064r4-E-LB52_comment_resolution_clause_9.10.1.xls.  

8.2.6.2. DuncanK:  Comment 1058 to make distributed admission control description informative was declined as we thought this detail was needed.  Comment 175 on figure 47 we designated editorial.  Comments 519, 615, 616, 617, 618, 620 to delete or modify figure 47.1 were fixed by removing the figure.  Comment 961 was classified as editorial.  The editorial comments we passed over.  I move to accept the resolutions marked AR (green) in this document.

8.2.6.3. CharlesW:  Is this document on the server?

8.2.6.4. DuncanK:  Earlier versions are, but r4 is not.

8.2.6.5. Hans: Second.

8.2.6.6. JohnF:  Since the document is not on the server, you can call this motion out of order.  Otherwise, if you think you need no further review, we can move on with the motion.  Explicitly, does anybody want to call this motion out of order due to unavailability on the server.

8.2.6.7. MatthewS:  Just a question:  what changed between the versions?

8.2.6.8. DuncanK:  Just the changes listed just now.

8.2.6.9. JohnK:  Again, for the second time, explicitly, does anybody want to call this motion out of order due to unavailability on the server.  Hearing none, is there any discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed.

8.2.6.10. DuncanK:  Now we can cover the red-marked comments, that I tried to put into buckets.  So then I listed the number of comments related to each bucket.  The two bit buckets are EDCF a distributed admission control.  Then these buckets were split up in terms of their suggested solutions (see Document 03/064r4).  I ask everyone to read 03/252r0 which contained proposed resolutions to these.

8.2.6.11. SidS:  I would like to make a motion to distributed admissions control.

8.2.6.12. MatthewS: We’re out of time so I would only ask for orders of the day.  We have no time to discuss this, anyway.

8.2.6.13. JohnF:  We did about 120 comment this meeting, so we have about 370 total, between this and the Portland meeting.  So if equal progress is made in the New York meeting, we would have about 500 resolved before Singapore meeting.

8.2.7. Closing

8.2.7.1. JohnF:  If there is no objection, this session is over.  Hearing no objection, this session is closed.

8.2.7.2. Meeting closed at 9:20pm.
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