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Monday Apr 14, 2003

Session 1:  2:00-5:30PM

Matthew Shoemake calls meeting to order.

1. Matthew presents status update

a. Recirculation ballot on TGg Draft 7.1 passed with 10 NO votes.  A total of 77 comments were submitted – 42 technical, 32 editorial

b. Matthew noted that this is our last opportunity to modify the draft if we hope to meet our schedule of submitting the draft to RevCom for approval at their June meeting.

2. Matthew proposed a new procedure for comment resolution:  Matthew will ask members in attendance to contact the 10 NO voters to update them on the status of their comments and obtain their feedback on whether or not their comments were adequately understood and resolved.

3. Comments and their proposed resolutions are in document “11-03-281-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”.

4. Matt Fischer asked, “Officially, what is this meeting?”  Matthew Shoemake made the following comments:

a. This is an official session of the IEEE Task Group G meeting.

b. We do not have a quorum; however, this is not an issue unless a call for a quorum is made.  Those issues for which a quorum call was made will have to be deferred to the May meeting where, presumably, a quorum will be reached.  The meeting will progress on other issues.

c. We can resolve the comments, update the draft and pass the draft up.  Only members with voting rights can vote on all issues; members without voting rights can vote in straw poles only.

5. Motion to adopt agenda in 280R0 by Terry Cole

a. Seconded by Pratik Mehta.  No discussion.

b. The motion passes 11/0/0.

6. Motion to adopt minutes from the last meeting (Dallas, TX, March 2003) by Sid Schrum

a. Seconded by Steve Hulford

b. Adopted by unanimous consent.

7. The group divided into 4 sub-groups to address comments in an ad-hoc fashion.  The proposed resolutions will be brought back to the group for final discussion and approval.  The following 4 sub-groups were formed:

a. Appendices lead by John Terry

b. Editorial lead by Carl Andren

c. MAC lead by Matt Fischer

d. Clause 19 lead by Steve Halford

8. The session adjourned at 5:30pm.

Monday Apr 14, 2003

Session 2:  7:30-9:00PM

1. Comment resolution in the 4 ad-hoc subgroups began.

2. The session adjourned at 9:00pm.

Tuesday Apr 15, 2003

Session 3:  8:00-12:00PM

1. Comment resolution in the 4 ad-hoc subgroups continued.

2. The session adjourned at 12:00pm.

Tuesday Apr 15, 2003

Session 4:  1:00-5:30PM

1. Comment resolution in the 4 ad-hoc subgroups completed.

2. Group to address the proposed comment resolutions under the Clause 19 tab of document “11-03-281r9-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”

a. Row 2:  Clarification to sub-clause 19.1.2 requested.  In particular, it requested changing ERP BSS to ERP PHY on line 40 of 802.11g-D7.1.pdf.  A counter was provided to clarify the text; however, leaving the ERP BSS term.  No discussion on proposed resolution – adopted by unanimous consent.

b. Row 3:  b0 of the Barker SIGNAL field was stated to be redundant.  The proposal was to redefine b0 as reserved.  Steve Hulford stated that the original CCK-OFDM proposal specified a 2 Mbps RATE in the SIGNAL field and thus a bit was required – because we now use a 3 Mbps RATE to signal CCK-OFDM, it is now a unique identifier in amongst itself.  Hearing no objection, proposal to redefine b0 as reserved was adopted by unanimous consent.

c. Row 4:  PMD_CS.indicate is generated to indicate receive activity.  Commenter states that this should be ‘transmit’ not ‘receive’.  Terry Cole provided a history of the original text – it relates to the fact that the PLCP procedures for 11a and 11b are different.  The group proposed to remove the sentence in question.  Passed 10/0/0.

3. Group to address the proposed comment resolutions under the Appendix tab of document “11-03-281r9-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”

a. Row 3:  Some of the 11d axioms were missing.  The commenter requested that they be added.  Terry Cole figured that this was simply a cut-and-paste error.  Need to add ECountry, eHopParam, eHopTable, eRequest and eExtSupRates; need to change eLegacy to eERP.  The commenter in Row 4 also requested the addition of extended supported rates elements to the list of axioms.  Both 3 and 4 were adopted by unanimous consent.

b. Row 5:  Commenter states that the SDL is incomplete and that it takes precedence over the text.  It was noted that the commenter did not provide any recommendation, as required by the Sponsor ballot guidelines.  Committee questions whether the SDL takes precedence over the text.  Terry Cole has done some limited searching and does not believe that figures take precedence over text; although, he has not checked in the IEEE style guide.  Matthew Shoemake would rather not change the SDL at this late time and requested that we provide a detailed resolution that shows that there are no conflicts between text and the SDL, the SDL simply does not illustrate all the 11g functionality.  Terry Cole would have been much more amenable to updating the SDL if this comment was provided during text formation and not during comment resolution, particularly since no resolution was offered.  Group deferred further discussion to provide members more time to ponder the issue.

c. Rows 7,8,9:  The Wait_Cts_Sent state timer is incorrectly computed (same comment as on Row 9).  Committee believes that this is a typo.  Terry Cole pointed out several additional typos in the SDL diagram on page 61.  Proposal to accept and correct all typos in this figure.  Row 8 commenter noted that the figure omitted a test in a decision block.

i. Row 7 resolution adopted by unanimous consent.  

ii. Row 8 resolution adopted by unanimous consent.  

iii. Row 9 resolution adopted by unanimous consent.

d. Row 10:  Dot11PhyERPEntry list is not complete.  Proposed to add dot11ShortSlotOptionEnabled.  Adopted by unanimous consent.

e. Row 11:  Commenter wanted to ensure that Annex E (committee believes the commenter meant Annex H) does not contradict the normative sections of the draft.  Annex H.2 has been moved into sub-clause 9.10.  No objection – accepted by unanimous consent.

f. Row 12:  Similar issue to Row 11.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

g. Row 2:  Appears to be an agreement from a previous meeting that was not adopted into text.  Carl objected noting that he made a much simpler change by removing “-DSSS” but achieving the same result.  Committee preferred to accept the commenter’s resolution as that would be an accept rather than a counter of a NO voter’s comment.  Accepted by unanimous consent.

4. Group to address the proposed comment resolutions under the MAC tab of document “11-03-281r9-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”

a. Row 8:  There should not be any dynamic signalling in the capability field (regarding the long/short slot time bit).  The ad-hoc group rejected comment given that there are no comments in the text to indicate that capability bits should be static.  This comment has been addressed in the comment resolutions of previous meetings.  Sid Schrum is leery of making changes at this late time but also feels that capability bits are in short supply and would more naturally belong with ERP info element – he would prefer to move it.  Terry Cole noted that the SDL implies that this is static in that it reads the capability field only once.  Matt Fischer interprets the capability bit transmitted by a STA is a capability and by an AP is a directive.

i. Sid Schrum asked for the following straw pole:  “I favour moving the long/short slot time bit from the capability field to the ERP information element?  

ii. YES:  4; NO:  7.

iii. No objection to rejecting the comment by unanimous consent.

b. Row 12:  The commenter states that the rule for setting the Use_protection bit is too tight; would favor allowing devices to be smart in the selection of this bit.  Proposes that we require when to set the Non_ERP_Present bit.  Group’s proposal was a counter accepting the change to require that NonERP_Present be set to one when NonERP STA are associated, but do not relax the current rules on the setting of the Use_Protection bit (this is related to Row 23, 24 and 14).  No further discussion – no objection, adopted by unanimous consent.

c. Row 24:  The use of the Use_Protection bit needs further definition as it can lead to a deadlock situation when there are overlapping BSS’s.  The MAC ad-hoc countered the resolution.

d. Row 23:  The use of the NonERP_Present bit needs further definition.  The MAC ad-hoc countered the resolution of the commenter – in particular, set the NonERP_present when a NonERP device is associated.

e. Row 14:  Comment that there are no monitoring statements for the Use_protection bit as there are for the short slot bit.  The resolution proposed by the MAC ad-hoc address 14, 23 and 24 – Matthew Shoemake proposed accepting all resolutions together.  Ad-hoc groups resolutions adopted by unanimous consent.

f. Row 19:  Commenter concerned about what happens to the Barker_preamble_mode bit in the IBSS case.  The MAC ad-hoc proposed that a sentence be added to clarify that if a member of an IBSS detects a non-short preamble capable STA then the Barker_Preamble_Mode bit should be set to one.   No objection – accepted by unanimous consent.

g. Row 25:  Include guidance on how to set the Barker_Preamble_Mode bit.  Carl noted that the referenced table no longer exists and that the sentence referring to this table should be deleted.  Carl also noted that normative text should not be in a table.  The proposed resolution was to delete the table and references to that table.  Hearing no objection – adopted by unanimous consent.

h. Row 34:  The commenter requests that a note that CTS-to-self is less robust than RTS-CTS be added to the text.  No discussion.  Hearing no objection – adopted by unanimous consent.

5. Session adjourned for dinner.

Tuesday Apr 15, 2003

Session 5:  7:30-9:30PM

1. Group continued comment resolution under the MAC tab of document “11-03-281r9-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”

a. Row 13:  Remove Annex H.  Comment accepted by unanimous consent.

b. Row 33:  Clarification of the proposed resolution was requested.  Comment accepted by unanimous consent.

c. All rows marked as “unanimous consent” have proposed resolutions that have received unanimous consent within the ad-hoc committee.  The intent of the chair is to accept all resolutions as a single block rather than individually.

i. Chair asked if there are any comments marked for unanimous consent that should be discussed in the group and not accepted in bulk.  None identified.

ii. Chair asked if any comments should be pulled from unanimous consent column.  None identified.  Chair asked if we could accept all comments in this column – agreed by unanimous consent.

d. MAC comment resolution completed

2. Group continued comment resolution for Row 5 under the Appendix tab.  Comments on the proposed resolution were further elaborated on.  Resolution to reject accepted by unanimous consent.

3. Group continued comment resolution under the MAC tab of document “11-03-281r13-G-TGg March 2003 Sponsor Recirculation Comment Resolution.xls”

a. Discussed several of the editorial comments that Carl wanted the group to review (comments 4, 6, 7, 14).  Each was adopted by unanimous consent.

4. Adjourned at 9:30 for the evening.

Wednesday Apr 16, 2003

Session 6:  8:30-12:00PM

1. Group continued comment resolution under the Editorial tab of the comment resolution document.

a. Discussed comment 27 … regarding the use of the BSS term in subclause 9.10.  Terry Cole motion to accept comment; Carl seconds.  Sid Schrum feels the resolution does not really address the concern.  Point of order raised by Steve on whether this is an editorial change or not.  Carl noted that the commenter stated it is editorial.   The chair ruled that it is technical, not procedural.  Vote taken:  6/1/2.  Motion passes.

b. Row 28:  Adopted by unanimous consent. 

c. Matthew asked if anyone had any further concerns with any of the comments marked for unanimous under the editorial tab.  No issues raised.

2. Chair solicited feedback on the status of the NO voters given the resolutions to their comments.

a. Terry Cole:  “Have not seen anything that would cause me to vote NO”

b. Leo Monteban:  Was happy with all Accepted comments; agreed with both Rejected comments but had concerns with the countered comments.  In particular, Leo’s comment 6 (Row 25 on MAC tab), Leo’s comment 7 (Row 12 on MAC tab).  Matthew Fischer has been communicating via email with Leo and this communication continues.  Chair asked if anyone favoured changing the draft or resolutions based on Leo’s feedback.  None felt so.

c. Srinivas Kandala is satisfied with the resolutions and will vote YES.

d. Stuart Kerry is expected to change vote to YES.

e. Mike Moreton.  Terry Cole has sent email to him.  Mike responded by stating that his position has not changed and that there must be changes to the SDL to repair what’s missing.  Mike cannot review until next week.

f. Timothy O’Farrel;  contacted by Steve Hulford – no reply.

g. Jung-Yee:  contacted by Steve Hulford.  Responded back.  Accepted YEE6 (MAC Row 50) comment but did not accept resolutions regarding removal of optional modes.  Yee is not expected to change his vote.  Chair:  based on Yee’s response, does anyone wish to modify our accepted resolution to his comment – none.  Steve will work further with Jung to clarify the position the group took.  There were 31 comments regarding the removal of optional ERP-PBCC and/or DSSS-OFDM which were carried over from the original sponsor ballot that this pertains to.

h. Awaiting responses from Douglas Sanderson and Daniel Levesque.

3. Revisited 7.3.2.14 in response to Leo’s comments (see Row 27 of MAC tab):  Clarifications and editorial corrections to this section were performed.  Committee agreed to allow Matt Fischer to find the comments that pertained to these changes and update the resolutions accordingly.  Changes made by unanimous consent.  See Leo’s email:

-----Original Message-----

From: Monteban, Leo (leo) [mailto:monteban@agere.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2003 8:25 AM

To: Matthew Fischer; Monteban, Leo (leo); Matthew B. Shoemake

Subject: RE: URGENT! your sponsor ballot comments - please review!

One comment  that still holds is that the Beacon sender shall transmit the element in all Beacons and all Probe-responses

page 13, line 28 misspelled    varaible

the general concerns I have regarding the "openness" of some of the rules for when to set or not set the bits comes from an interoperability angle.  

While it is true that someone could build a fantastic system, providing APs and client STAs that know from each other how to interpret bit settings exactly, it becomes more of an issue when you are trying to design "plain vanilla" AP or STA reference designs. Ultimately it may become a WFA matter to fill in the details left open in the standard.

At the original WECA testing we had similar discussions and spent a lot of time on comparable  issues around the unclarity of the standard regarding the PRIVACY bit in the capabilities field.  This has made me very alert on potentially similar "unclarities". Anytime we can make the standard more normative and leave out constructions like:

    "the STA shall do this, but by the way, it also may or may not do the following under certain conditions and as a matter oif fact the list given here is not even exhaustive"

     it contributes in my opinion to the future success of the standard and will reduce work in WFA (which in most cases we have to do ourselves anyway). 

In general I feel I can live with the way things are now written up

---end of email---

a. Based on Leo’s feedback, the group will make the changes from Leo’s clarifying email – approved by unanimous consent.  

b. There was a technical problem because did not include “and all Beacon Responses” this was a technical change approved by unanimous consent (but using different text).  The group noted that there were other areas where the proposed text was already used and we agreed to change these to the text used to address Leo’s concern.  The Chair ruled that these further changes are editorial.

4. Sid Schrum, after reviewing Draft, had proposed editorial changes to Paragraph 4 in Section 7.3.2.13 (ERP Information Element).  The concern was the parenthetical statement had typos and was not clear.  Proposed two options, the first was to replace the whole paragraph and the second was to replace just the parenthetical statement.  This comment pertains to Row 12 MAC (Leo Mantabam 7).

5. Committee broke for lunch.

Wednesday Apr 16, 2003

Session 7:  1:30-5:00PM

1. Returned to the issue raised by Sid Schrum.

a. Straw pole:  
All those that prefer Option 1:  2
All those that prefer Option 2:  5.  

2. Gammel1 Row23 of MAC – no objection, accepted by unanimous consent to update resolution.

3. Page 17 of draft.  Steve Hulford asked if we defined CTS-to-self (the CTS-to-self term was removed from the 9.2.1 section heading)?  Matthew Shoemake pointed that a sentence was added to the end of sub-clause 9.2.1 to indicate that the mechanism described was in fact the CTS-to-self mechanism.

4. Comment resolution completed.  In summary, group accepted 61, rejected 7 and countered 11.

5. Draft 8.0 was placed on the server.

6. Matthew Shoemake read the IEEE Patent Policy.  Matthew Shoemake displayed the following slides:
“IEEE_SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patent in Standards (Section 6)”
“Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings”
The committee had no questions on either slide.
Matthew Shoemake asked if any one is aware of Patents that should be disclosed – No one indicated so.

7. Motion #1:  Move to forward Draft 8.0 of IEEE 802.11g for a 15 day sponsor recirculation ballot and request that the ballot open on or before April 28, 2003.  

a. Introduced by Joe Sensendorf; seconded by John Terry.  

b. No discussion.  Motion passed 10/0/0.

8. Motion #2:  Move to request that the IEEE SA offer Draft 8.0 of IEEE 802.11g for sale.  

a. Matt Fischer/David Leach.  

b. No discussion.  Motion passes 9/0/0.

9. Motion #3:   Move to reconsider Motion #1, amend it to Draft 8.1 and approve the amended motion. Approved by unanimous consent.

10. Motion #4:   Move to reconsider Motion #2, amend it to Draft 8.1 and approve the amended motion. Approved by unanimous consent.

11. Motion to adjourn meeting.

a. Sid Shrum/Steve Hulford. 

b. Approved 9/0/0

12. Meeting adjourned.
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