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1. Monday Afternoon Session, September 13, 2004

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

1.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 4:05 pm.

1.2. Agenda

1.2.1. Review of Meeting Times

1.2.1.1. JohnF: Now and after dinner, then Tuesday and Wednesday, with Thursday as the final opportunity to conduct business.

1.2.2. Review of the agenda

1.2.2.1. JohnF:  The first order of business is the agenda (on screen).  I would like to walk you through the agenda, and subsequently approve it.  I suggest the traditional items: objectives, rule review for new people, review minutes of last meeting and interim meeting, discussion of any outstanding matters, then a call for papers, followed by the comment review process.  After dinner, we shall continue to review resolutions and continue with that until Thursday when we conclude.  We shall also discuss the TI trademark request (adds to agenda).  DLP is a trademark of TI, used with a projector product.  Some of these products may use Wi-Fi, so there could be some confusion with DLP as we’ve defined it.  I’d like to discuss this and make a decision on it on Thursday evening.  We shall go over the proposed changes to the draft and decide how to proceed.

1.2.2.2. Srini: Is there any reason to have special orders?  If we want to end early, will we be able to do that?

1.2.2.3. JohnF: Yes.  We are discussing the acceptability of the agenda.  Are there any questions or other items/changes that might be necessary?

1.2.2.4. Amjad: Does the agenda cover the discussions in Portland held to review comments?

1.2.2.5. JohnF:  Yes that will be covered.  Are there any other questions?  I am going to change the agenda to reflect that the draft vote is converted to a “black” (non scheduled) agenda item.  That way, if we happen to  finish early, we shall not be encumbered by a particular time when we must act.  Are there any other changes?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopt the agenda?  None. The agenda is approved unanimously.

1.2.3. Review Objectives for the Session

1.2.3.1. JohnF: There are about 183 comments.  The team participating in resolution covered all of the comments.  The minutes of that meeting are on the server as document 1040r0.  The objective for the end of the week is a clear plan to bring this to closure.  We want to go to RevCom in December. To participate, we need by Oct 14 to have paperwork submitted.  We shall prepare the process at the November meeting.  We shall be in a position to reject new comments (if reasonable), we can submit by October 14.  We will possibly have to schedule another resolution meeting.  At the end of the week, after we see what comments are outstanding we shall be in a better position to develop a contingency plan.  Are there any questions on what we would like to do this week.

1.2.4. Approval of the agenda

1.2.4.1. JohnF: Are there any objections to adopting the agenda as shown? None.  Hearing none, the agenda is approved. 

1.2.5. Rules Review for New Members

1.2.5.1. JohnF: How many newcomers? There are four people who have not participated before.  For your information, we follow Robert’s rules to manage the process.  You will see people bringing motions and then voting.  Bringing motions and voting is by voting members only, but you can petition one to vote on your behalf if you are not yet a voter yourself.   When we discuss a motion, you will be recognized and can share your comments, however.  Any questions from new members?  None.

1.2.6.  Last Meeting Summary

1.2.6.1. JohnF: Last meeting we went to recirculation, got 183 comments, and had a meeting of Sep 5th in Portland.   Srini, where do we stand on approval?

1.2.6.2.  Srini: 3 “no” to “yes”, one “yes” to “no”.  We have still about 16 no votes, only 1 “no” voter is in the room.

1.2.6.3. JohnF:  Are there any questions or inaccuracies on the minutes? None. Hearing none, voting members is there any objection to accepting the minutes from the last Plenary meeting? None.  Minutes are approved unanimously.  Is there any objection to accepting the minutes from the Portland meeting.  I have been notified that the Portland minutes are blocked on the server.

1.2.6.4. BobM:  I will investigate the difficulty.

1.2.7. Call for Papers

1.2.7.1. Request for presentation.

1.2.7.2. JohnF: Does the paper address a specifc comment or comments?  If so, it is in order.  Otherwise, please explain why you would like to present the paper.

1.2.7.3. JarkkoK: These relate to some problems we have seen with HCCA.

1.2.7.4. JohnF: I appreciate your effort to share the problem.  The only way we can act directly is a comment.  As we review comments, I suggest you look in document 988r2 and see if you can fit your suggestions into the changes we are permitted to make.

1.2.7.5. Amjad: Document 03-973r1 attaches to one of my comments.

1.2.7.6. JohnF: Are there any other papers appropriate to present at this session? None. How much time remains in the session? 20 minutes.

1.2.7.7. Are there any more papers? None.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Voting/Comment Resolution

1.3.1.1. JohnF: In Portland, resolutions were developed for every one of the comments.  I suggest we recess to review and discuss these resolutions.  Identify any resolutions you would like to remove for further discussion.   We shall approve as a block the ones that have not been subject to exception.  I will have Amjad present his paper. Look at what he suggests. I shall then recess to allow you to look at the remaining comments.  We shall build an inventory of comments we wish to act upon.  At 10:30 tomorrow, I shall follow a similar pattern---depending on the number of comments involved---we will either handle them as a group or assign several ad-hoc groups to work on them in areas. Are there any questions? No. Are there any suggestions?  No.  Is there any objection to follow the plan I just verbalized?  No objections.  OK.  Hearing no objection, then that’s what we’d like to do between now and Thursday evening.

1.3.2. Presentations

1.3.2.1. JohnF: Amjad are you going to take the floor?

1.3.3. Presentation of document 03/9734r1

1.3.3.1. Amjad: Document 03-973r1 is on the screen,  “Signaling Acceptable Error Rate in TSPEC”.  TSPECs were originally designed for HCF operation.  This issue now takes on more importance, because the current draft now allows additional use of TSPECs, not only for polling in HCF.  In HCF a schedule is developed based on the TSPEC that includes the requested parameters.  Anything beyond the TSPEC was optional.  The idea of the TSPEC was to differentiate the way the QSTA allocates time.  Originally it was based only on access parameters, but now it includes more information.  My thrust is to introduce information in the TSPEC to allow differentiation of the traffic streams by the scheduler.  The motivation is use of WiFi for medical applications, including life-critical applications.  There is not enough information in the current TSPEC to handle this. 

1.3.4. Discussion

1.3.4.1. [Discussion followed regarding utility of the suggested additional field, and whether it could be defined with sufficient specificity].

1.3.4.2. JohnF: The gentleman with the other paper?  Were you able to find a comment to act as a vehicle for justification of presenting your paper?  Yes.  I will give you some time to prepare.  Is there any other business in the remaining 10 minutes?  

1.3.5. Approval of Portland minutes

1.3.5.1. The minutes of the Portland ad-hoc meeting are on the server now as 1040r1, correcting the server problem that produced the file error.  These minutes are the same as before, simply resubmitted as Revision 1.  Is there any objection to the material in those minutes from the members who attended the meeting?  I’ll give you an opportunity to review them.  I hope you’ve had enough time to accept the minutes of the ad-hoc meeting.  Are there any objections to accepting these minutes?  None.  Accordingly, the minutes are accepted.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. JohnF: Is there any objection to recess for dinner?  Hearing no objections, we are in recess for dinner.

1.4.1.2. Meeting closed at 5:55 pm.

2. Monday Evening Session, September 13, 2004

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

2.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

2.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 7:47 pm.  (~3 people attending).

2.2. Process

2.2.1. Comment Resolution

2.2.1.1. Are there any comments/resolutions to be pulled out? No.  Very well, we shall defer further action until 10:00am Tuesday.

2.3. Closing

2.3.1. Recess

2.3.1.1. JohnF:   Is there any objection to recess?  Hearing none, we are recessed until 10:00 am tomorrow

2.3.1.2. Meeting closed at 7:50 pm.

3. Tuesday Morning Session, September 14, 2004

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

3.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 10:40 am.

3.2. Process

3.2.1. Comment Resolution

3.2.1.1. Does anyone have any exceptions or alternate resolutions with reference to the results of the Portland meeting?

3.2.1.2. Srini: Based on discussions with various members, I have been notified that lines 3,5,9,85,102,113,152,159,160,163,166,168,169,170,172,173,175,176 should be added to the exception list for alternate resolutions.

3.2.1.3. JohnF: I would like to start with the resolutions developed in Portland which have not been removed.

3.2.1.4. Srini: Many members who commented are not here.  

3.2.1.5. JohnF: We shall have to continue anyway.

3.2.1.6. Srini: There are a few resolution edits I would like to suggest, based on further thought and examination.  WRT to line 87:  This comment was resubmitted asking for clarification on round-up to TX-OP limit.  The ad-hoc committee said comment accepted, but suggests additional language in resolution based on 001 and 002.  Likewise, Under comment 152, refers to bulleted list.  Had declined comment, but because QoS local multicast was removed as part of other comments.  Differences between Frame and Word caused confusion about which bullets were modified with edits.  In order to correct, I have changed the resolution to a counter-resolution to the indicated text removed due to O’Hara/1 resolution.    WRT to Comment Adashi/5 going back and reading, this key exchange seems to be done before the DLPT is actually set.  What we should do is send a DLPT response frame with a result code to key mismatch, therefore I want to change this resolution.

3.2.1.7. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting this resolution?  None.

3.2.1.8. Srini: There is another comment identical to this: 176 Takagi/3.  I would like to refer to the resolution of the previous comment on this one as well showing as a counter.

3.2.1.9. JohnF: Are there any objections? No.  Let us formally accept each one as we proceed.  Is there any objection to accept 176 as shown? None.  Seeing none, the comment is unanimously accepted.

3.2.1.10. JohnF: On 5 any objection to accept? No.  Accepted.  How about 85? Is there any objection to accept 85. None. Accepted.  You will create a follow-up document, Srini?

3.2.1.11. Srini: Yes.  We also discussed 152

3.2.1.12. JohnF: Is there any objection to accept 152. None. Accepted.

3.2.1.13. Srini: Next is 102.  Usually I do editorial, then technical.  This comment is asking to rewrite a sentence.  We accepted the comment, but there is another comment which also affects this (line 106).  We accepted the first part, but not the second.  The resolution deletes the sentence flagged in 102.  The resolution, therefore should be changed to “Overidden… ”

3.2.1.14. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting this? None. Accepted.  Please remove113 from the exception list.

3.2.1.15. Mathilde: I would like to add 31 to the exception list.

3.2.1.16. Srini: WRT to comment 3.  Relates to EDCA.  Commenter asks that the backoff be removed after a transmission failure.  It seemed possible that multiple transmissions could occur.  I now recommend that we change this to accept the commenter’s suggestion as it would clear a “no” vote and seems the right thing to do.

3.2.1.17. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accept comment 3?  None. Comment 3 as modified is accepted (backoff removed).

3.2.1.18. Srini: Another comment from Takagi (175) suggests a similar resolution.  Since we accepted the previous one, I suggest we accept this one also.

3.2.1.19. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting the resolution to comment 175 as shown on the screen? None. Accepted.

3.2.1.20. Srini:  Seeing that other members of the group are now here, I would like to address some other resolutions.

3.2.1.21. JohnF: So what about the rest of the list?

3.2.1.22. Amjad: I would like to talk about a comment.

3.2.1.23. JohnF: Do you have resolutions?

3.2.1.24. Amjad: I would like to address 159, 160, 166, 168, 170, 171; I have resolutions for all of these.

3.2.1.25. JohnF: Could you show the resolutions like Srini did?  We can approve one-by-one as Srini did.

3.2.1.26. Amjad: WRT comment 168:  I don’t understand the rationale for adding the sentence.  The implementation of the scheduler should determine the service interval, rather than specifying a max or min as best.  If the station tells the AP parameters it would be OK with, it seems that freedom should be preserved to choose what works best.  My resolution proposal is that since the sentence was added, it should be removed.  

3.2.1.27. JohnK:  This was designed to correct an error in the standard related to the spacing of max and min service interval.  If they are too close, it is not clear what should be done.  It doesn’t have anything to do with scheduler behavior, rather just resolving and indeterminate condition that can result.

3.2.1.28. Amjad: But if max and min are widely separated, the situation is changed, and the comment doesn’t make the same sense.  For example if there are long intervals reserved for power save, this sentence’s effect may not be appropriate.

3.2.1.29. Srini: 9.9.3.2 does not address power-save.  I submit that this particular text does not address power save.  We should avoid two separate spec references which affect power save.  Hansen/11 asked to eliminate power-save reference here, and it was accepted.

3.2.1.30. Amjad: I request a Straw Poll--- “Would you favor removing the sentence “The HC uses the Max service interval for the initial scheduling only as there may be situations… “ referencing Line 12-14 on page 92 of draft in section 9.9.3.0? Would you favor retaining the sentence?  No position/Abstain?  Vote is 2,6,1.

3.2.1.31. JohnF: Do you have a motion?  No.  Let’s go back to the resolution.  How many are in favor of the resolution as shown by Amjad? Vote is 0,8,4. The vote fails.

3.2.1.32. Thomas: I am disturbed that the commenter did not vote for his own resolution.  This seems a waste of time.

3.2.1.33. JohnF:  I can limit discussion, but not suppress it.  Is there an alternate resolution?

3.2.1.34. JohnK:  I would like to go back to original resolution.

3.2.1.35. JohnF: Is there any objection to limit discussion to 5 minutes? No. Discussion is hereby limited.  Is there anyone to speak against?  No. Call the question. Those wishing to vote on the resolution for 168 as shown, show your tokens. Vote is 9,0,4. The vote passes.

3.2.1.36. Amjad: Does the group wish me to continue, or do you feel we are wasting time?  I am a sponsor ballot commenter as well as a TGe commenter.  [Group wants to continue]  Very well, I draw attention to comment 169.  A line in the draft said that if a TSPEC has been submitted that the station shall be awake to receive polls.  The rationale was that the station might be in power-save mode.  Then what takes priority, power-save or polling?  The original sentence was put in to resolve an ambiguity.  Removing it would re-introduce problems.  It seems that if a statement was placed in the APSD clause, it would be better.

3.2.1.37. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting Amjad’s resolution to undelete the sentence?

3.2.1.38. Srini: Maybe Amjad is correct.  I would like to check clause 11.2.

3.2.1.39. JohnF:  We shall give you time to check.

3.2.1.40. Srini: I object.  I feel that 11.2 includes sufficient detail as it stands, and that leaving the sentence in would produce two instances of the same behavior.

3.2.1.41. JohnF: I would like to take a formal vote on Amjad’s alternate resolution.  The vote requires 75%.  Vote is 3,5,2.  The vote fails.

3.2.1.42. JohnK: I move to accept the ad-hoc group’s resolution.  Seconded Srini.

3.2.1.43. JohnF: Is there any discussion?  Then we shall vote. Vote is 6,3,2.  The vote fails; the comment remains open.

3.2.1.44. Amjad: The next comment relates to multiple NAV, comment 170.  The discussion leading to the sponsor ballot caused the group to reach the conclusion that multiple NAVs seemed too hard to implement.  Accordingly some fields were made mandatory to specify the absolute minimum needed to create a schedule that would conform to the TSPEC requirements.   With respect to surplus bandwidth allowance, a field should be provided to allow the station to specify how much surplus bandwidth allowance is needed.  After the 1st sponsor ballot, the group reversed its position.  I want the capability to communicate the fact that I do not wish to specify a surplus bandwidth allowance. 

3.2.1.45. JohnK: There is not a possibility for a schedule to be created without starving streams.  I move to accept the ad-hoc team’s resolution. Seconded by TimG.

3.2.1.46. JohnF: Is there discussion on the motion?

3.2.2. Discussion on the Motion

3.2.2.1. JohnK: I call the question.  Second Tim.

3.2.2.2. JohnF: We vote on calling the question. Vote is 5,5,1.  Question is not called.

3.2.2.3. JohnF:  Is there further discussion? No. Then we vote on accepting the ad-hoc comment on the screen  “Remove the…”.  The vote is 4,6,1.  The vote fails.  

3.2.2.4. MathildeB: Move to accept Amjad’s resolution on screen. Jennifer seconds.

3.2.2.5. JohnK: Motion to table.  Srini seconds.

3.2.2.6. JohnF: The motion is non-debatable.  All those in favor for tabling please show your voting tokens.   Vote is 4,4,1  50% required, I believe.  Yes, 50% required.  In addition, as chair I vote in favor, making it a majority.  The motion is tabled.  This comment is unresolved.  We have about 8 minutes remaining before lunch.

3.2.2.7. Amjad: I should move to modify the agenda to provide time to handle unresolved contents. 

3.2.2.8. JohnF:  The motion to table should have been a motion to postpone to another time. We could to do it 1:30-3:30 today.  Suggest 8-10 Wednesday.  We shall leave it open, since it was a motion to table.  There is no specific time.

3.2.2.9. JohnK: Can we change the agenda?

3.2.2.10. JohnF: It would require a motion to reconsider requiring a 2/3 vote.

3.2.2.11. Srini: I move to reconsider.  JohnK seconds.

3.2.2.12. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? All those who wish to vote on reconsidering the agenda show your tokens.   Vote is 4,4,0  requires 2/3, motion fails.  Anyone can bring the motion back when they achieve 50%.

3.3. Closing

3.3.1. Recess

3.3.1.1. JohnF:  We are past time for lunch.  Is there any objection to recess?  Seeing none, we are recessed until 1:30 pm.

3.3.1.2. Meeting closed at 12:37 pm.

4. Tuesday Afternoon Session, September 14, 2004

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order

4.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

4.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 1:40 pm.

4.2. Process

4.2.1. Comment Resolution

4.2.1.1. JohnF: We shall continue on.  Amjad had the floor.  He is not here yet.  Out of the resolutions discussed in Portland, we have some exceptions.  Moving on with the same order of business.  I would like to see the alternate resolutions.  Does anyone have alternate resolutions for those remaining on the exception list?  Srini, do you want to put this on the screen?

4.2.1.2. Srini: Would Mathilde like to go first?

4.2.1.3. Mathilde: I have a time limit on my presentation.

4.2.1.4. Srini: I shall continue, then.  The first comment is on line 12.  The Portland group accepted the comment.  The rationale was that we did a search, showing that the QAP PS Buffer State had no behavior associated with it.   We received a message on the reflector asking for reconsideration.  

4.2.1.5. Mathilde: I would like to offer an alternative to draft a sentence that clarifies the reason for the field.  I will prepare suggested text.

4.2.1.6. JohnF:  Amjad can take the floor while Mathilde and Srini compose an alternative resolution.

4.2.1.7. Amjad: On 159 and 160 a new term was introduced: “EDCAF”.  Prior to that we had EDCA and HCCA as access methods for the HCF.   On the surface this change looks simple, however EDCAF has a chance of being misunderstood.  I suggest we name it something else other than EDCAF so as not to confuse people confusion that HCF includes both EDCA and HCCA.  

4.2.1.8. Srini: EDCAF is basically a change of name for channel access function.  If a new reader encounters this, it is differentiated by access function and coordination function.  If the commenter feels strongly, I would accept an alternate name.  This could be an editorial change.

4.2.1.9. Amjad: I move that we stick with EDCA and “EDCA function” as an alternate resolution: remove EDCAF from the draft and spell it out.  The function would still appear in the draft.  BobM seconds.

4.2.1.10. JohnF: Discussion limited to 5 minutes.  None.  We vote on accepting the proposed resolution.  Vote is 3,7,2.  The motion fails.

4.2.1.11. JohnF: Is there an alternate resolution for Line 162, comment 159? 

4.2.1.12. JohnK: I would like to move to postpone to 8 am tomorrow.  Srini seconds.

4.2.1.13. Mathilde:  I do not see reason for postponing of a minor editorial comment.  Why should we delay progress?

4.2.1.14. Amjad: Move to amend.

4.2.1.15. JohnF: The motion is not amendable.

4.2.1.16. JohnK: We want to get a draft out. I call the question.  Srini seconds.

4.2.1.17. JohnF: We shall vote.  Vote is 7,6,0. The motion to postpone passes.

4.2.1.18. Amjad: Is there any change in the agenda as a result of this vote?

4.2.1.19. JohnF: No.

4.2.1.20. Amjad: Multiple NAVs were introduced as a compromise to handle multiple cases where overlapping BSSs could occur.  This was designed to produce additional protection for those who wish to provide the option.  You only need to adopt 1 NAV, but you could implement more.  The option would still be compatible with 802.11 and would provide a way to prove-in interference management without burdening all implementations.

4.2.1.21. JohnF: Is there a motion?

4.2.1.22. Mathilde: No, because information has not on the server long enough.

4.2.1.23. JohnF: Let us move to one where a clear resolution is proposed.

4.2.1.24. Amjad: I propose comment 172. 

4.2.1.25. Srini: The case addressed would happen only in error.  If it happens, it is suggested that to process the error, the system would have to construct a TSPEC for a stream of unknown characteristics.

4.2.1.26. Amjad: In the past it was possible to send a single packet with the polling flag set, indicating that the MAC should produce a TSPEC “automatically”, and this was added to allow simple “round-robin” scheduling.

4.2.1.27. BobM: In Portland, Srini convinced me that as a result of the current draft provisions, possibly resulting from material that may have been removed in the past, this condition would only happen in error.  Moreover, it seems that if polling is really desirable, it is reasonable to ask the client to forward a TSPEC to start the process.

4.2.1.28. Amjad: Thank you for that background.  With respect to line 172.  I move to accept the resolution I have produced to undelete the sentences.  Second JohnK.

4.2.1.29. JohnF: Is there any discussion? No. Let us vote on Amjad’s proposed resolution.  Vote is 0,9,3  Vote fails.

4.2.1.30. Srini: I move to accept the resolution as created by the ad-hoc. JohnK seconds

4.2.1.31. JohnF: Hearing no discussion, we vote.  Motion passes 9,0,2.

4.2.1.32. Amjad: We should now discuss 173.  This touches on my presentation of yesterday.  Rather than go through the presentation again…

4.2.1.33. JohnK: I would like to take a straw poll.  “Who would be in favor of declining the comment”.  9 votes.  I move to decline the comment as per the ad-hoc group recommendations.  Second Srini. 

4.2.1.34. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? 

4.2.1.35. Amjad: The surplus bandwidth allowance is dependent on the type of PHY being used. 

4.2.1.36. JohnK: I call the question on 173.   MikeP seconds.

4.2.1.37. JohnF: A vote of 75% is required. The vote is 9,3,1. The vote passes.

4.2.1.38. Srini: I wish to move to accept the responses as written in 04/988r2 with the exception of comments 3,5,9,31,85,102,152,159,160,163,166,168,169,170, 172,173,175, and 176. Moved by Srini. Seconded by MikeP.

4.2.1.39. JohnK: Is there any discussion? None.  Hearing none, is there any objection.  to accepting this motion.  None.  The motion passes unanimously.  We have 20 minutes to go.  

4.2.1.40. Mathilde: I propose an alternate resolution for comment 9.  Counter: add at the end of subclause h of clause 11.2.1.5 the following text:  “The QAP may also provide the additional information regarding the power save buffer state by filling in the PS Buffer State subfield of the QoS Control field according to the rules in clause 7.1.4.5.7”.

4.2.1.41. Mathilde: I move that this resolution be accepted.  Seconded by Srini.

4.2.1.42. JohnF: Are there any objections to accepting this motion as shown?  Yes.  Let us vote.  Vote is  6,6,2. The vote fails.  We still have. 8, 159, 160, 163, 166, 169,170,and 31 to go.  We shall recess until tomorrow morning at 8:00 am.

4.3. Closing

4.3.1. Recess

4.3.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recess?  Seeing none, we are recessed until 8:00 am.

4.3.1.2. Meeting closed at 3:32 pm.

5. Wednesday Morning Session, September 15, 2004

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order

5.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

5.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 8:10 am.

5.2. Process

5.2.1. Comment Resolution

5.2.1.1. JohnF: We have 8 comments yet to resolve.  

5.2.1.2. AndrewE: I would like to bring a motion to decline one of the comments.

5.2.1.3. JohnF: You will be next after the resolutions already in progress.

5.2.1.4. JohnK: Regarding comment 159: I would like to move that  the ad-hoc’s output be accepted.

5.2.1.5. JohnF: Is there discussion on the motion? Yes.

5.2.1.6. JohnK: I call the question.  Srini seconds.

5.2.1.7. JohnF: Is there any objection to calling the question? No.

5.2.1.8. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting the motion? Yes.  We shall vote.  Vote is 14,3,3.  The motion passes.

5.2.1.9. Srini: Similar comment 160: Motion to accept the same resolution. Second JohnK.

5.2.1.10. JohnF: Is there any objection to accepting the motion as shown?  Yes.  We shall vote.  The vote is 15,5,2 .  The motion passes.

5.2.1.11. AndrewE: I wish to address comment number 9.  We discussed this comment yesterday from John Barr.  The comment was asking to delete PS Buffer state, based on a case that it is redundant.  However as written in the draft it is not redundant.  Further, the bits are optional.  The field only takes 1 reserved bit.  For devices which choose not to use these bits, 6 are still reserved.  I move to decline the comment on this basis with the text.  “Declined for the following reasons:

- the information in these bits is not provided anywhere else

- the information is  useful to some implementations.  The QAP may also provide the additional information regarding the power save buffer state by filling in the PS Buffer State subfield of the QoS Control field

- if this feature is not used, the extra bits become reserved and thus available for later utilization

- this feature is optional and therefore represents minimal overhead to applications that do not need the capability”  

5.2.1.12. Second Jennifer.

5.2.2. Discussion on the motion

5.2.2.1. JohnF: I call the question.  Any objection to accepting? None.  Accepted. We now have 163,166,169,170,171 left for action.

5.2.2.2. Srini: I ask Andrew to address 163 as well, copying the previous text.

5.2.2.3. AndrewE:  I wish to move that we decline comment 163 for the same reason and with the same text as the previous.  Second Mathilde.

5.2.2.4. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? No.  Is there any objection to accepting the motion?  No. The proposed resolution on163 is accepted unanimously.

5.2.3. Presentation of document 1093r0

5.2.3.1. Mathilde:  This is an old subject dealing with NAV protection.  The presentation I wish to provide was placed on the server yesterday, document  04/1093.  [Provides presentation reviewing NAV processes]

5.2.4. Discussion

5.2.4.1. TimG: If this causes no observable differences, why not allow it to be implemented by makers privately.  Why does it have to be standardized?

5.2.4.2. Srini: [Several objections]

5.2.4.3. Mathilde: I’d like a straw poll.  “Who would vote for this proposal?” 3 yes, 11 no.  I shall not make a motion.

5.2.4.4. JohnK: I should like to make a motion to accept the resolutions provided in the Portland comment resolution meeting to comments 31, 166, 169, 170. 

5.2.4.5. JohnF: Please hold your motion temporarily. 

5.3. Closing

5.3.1. Recess

5.3.1.1. Before we go forward, is there any objection to a 5 minute recess?  No objection.  We are recessed.

5.3.1.2. Meeting closed at 9:40 am.

5.4. Opening

5.4.1. Call to order

5.4.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

5.4.1.2. Meeting convened at 9:45 am.

5.5. Process

5.5.1. Comment Resolution

5.5.1.1. JohnF: We shall continue on.  I wanted to refresh our memory on what motions were tabled, postponed, etc.  Comment 170 was tabled.

5.5.1.2. JohnK: I move to bring back 170 from the table.  Srini seconds

5.5.1.3. JohnF: Is there any objection to bringing this motion back from the table? None.  The motion is brought back from the table.

5.5.1.4. JohnK: I move to accept the resolution to comment 170 as provided from the Portland comment resolution meeting (Document 988r2).  TimG seconds.

5.5.1.5. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion?  Yes.

5.5.1.6. JohnK. I call the question.  Srini seconds.

5.5.1.7. JohnF: We shall vote on calling the question.  The vote is 41,1,1. The question is called.  We shall now vote on the motion.  The vote is 18,6,2.  The motion passes.

5.5.1.8. JohnK:  Motion to accept the resolution to comment 31 and 166 as provided from the Portland comment resolution meeting (988r2).

5.5.1.9. JohnF: Is there any objection to passing this motion? None. The motion passes unanimously.

5.6. Closing

5.6.1. Recess

5.6.1.1. Is there any objection to recessing.  No objection.

5.6.1.2. Closed at 9:58 am.

6. Wednesday Afternoon Session, September 15, 2004

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order

6.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

6.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 1:40 pm

6.2. Process

6.2.1. Comment Resolution

6.2.1.1. JohnF: We shall recommence with discussion of  comment 169.

6.2.1.2. JohnK: I wish to move:

6.2.1.3. Decline comment Soomro/11 with the following reason: Since the commenter of Hansen/11 has indicated his likliness to vote “yes” if the text referenced is not present, consensus will be increased by keeping this text deleted. 

6.2.1.4. JohnF:  This does not include technical detail.  I suggest that Hansen be referenced with technical content.

6.2.1.5. JohnK:  I will reword the motion: 

6.2.1.6. Decline comment Soomro/11 with the following reason: The group believes that the deleted text is already contained in 11.2.1.4 and 11.2.1.9.  Srini seconds.

6.2.1.7. JohnF: Is there any discussion on this motion? No. Is there any objection to accepting this motion? No. The motion is passed unanimously.

6.2.1.8. JohnK: I would now like to address new comment 181 (regarding use of trademarked acronym “DLP”) from the chair of 802.11 using the following text: 

6.2.1.9. Accepted.  Instruct the editor to replace all occurrences of “protocol” with “set-up” and replace “DLP” with “DLS”.  Further, instruct the editor to make relevant adjustments to the text.

6.2.1.10. JohnF: Is there a second for this motion?  TimG seconds.  Is there any discussion on this motion? None.  Hearing none, is there any objection to accept? Yes.  We shall vote on the motion.  The vote is 9,2,0. The motion  passes. Can we know reasons for the two “no” votes, since this may be a legal issue?  One “no” voter didn’t like the new name, the other didn’t want to set a precedent for change due to such circumstances.

6.2.1.11. JohnF: Thank you for that information.

6.2.1.12. Srini: I would like to share several motions I would like to make later.

6.2.1.13. JohnF: Very well.  We shall address these on Thursday.   It seems like we are technically done with our work until Thursday.  I believe we are entitled to invoke Procedure 10 if necessary.  Is there any other business?  A gentleman has asked to present an informative paper.  Is there any objection to give the gentleman 10 minutes for his paper?

6.2.2. Presentation 1080r0

6.2.2.1. Todor Cooklev provides a presentation, available on server.

6.2.3. Comment Reconsideration

6.2.3.1. Srini: I would like to request a reconsideration for a comment.

6.2.3.2. JohnF: You were the mover?

6.2.3.3. Srini: Yes.  I had several discussions with the commenter, and suggest changing the resolution.  I would like to bring forward comment 5.  

6.2.3.4. JohnF: This will require 2/3 vote.  If it passes we can entertain a new resolution.

6.2.3.5. Srini: I move to reconsider resolution to comment Adachi/5.  JohnK seconds.

6.2.3.6. JohnF:  Are there any objections to reconsideration?  Yes.  Accordingly, we shall vote.  The vote is 7,3,0. The vote passes, the reconsideration is approved.

6.2.3.7. Srini: I wish to change the resolution to “accepted” (DLP is mentioned in the comment).

6.2.3.8. BobM: Point of information, there is no longer any DLP.

6.2.3.9. Srini: We will modify the language to take this into account. I move to accept the resolution as now restated.   JohnK seconds.

6.2.3.10. [Discussion]

6.2.3.11. JohnF: The chair calls the question.  Is there any objection to accepting the motion? Yes.  We shall vote.  The vote is 7,2,1.  The motion passes.

6.2.3.12. Srini: I wish to reconsider comment 176  Seconded by JohnK.

6.2.3.13. [Discussion]

6.2.3.14. JohnF: Is there any objection to reconsideration.  Yes.  We shall vote on reconsideration.  The vote is 9,2,0.  The reconsideration passes.  Comment 176 is now open for reconsideration.

6.2.3.15. Srini: I would like to change the resolution to “Comment accepted.  As the comment is somewhat identical to the comment Adachi/5, the editor is instructed to implement the changes in Adachi/5.  ANA assigned a reason code of 45.”

6.2.3.16. BobM: I move to amend the motion to change “somewhat identical” to “somewhat similar”.

6.2.3.17. JohnF: Is there any discussion on this amendment? No.  Is there any objection to accepting the amendment?  The amendment is accepted, the motion is changed.  The chair calls the question.  Is there any discussion on the motion? No.  Is there any objection to approving the motion? Yes.  We shall vote.  The vote is 8,1,1.  The motion passes.

6.3. Closing

6.3.1. Recess

6.3.1.1. JohnF: We appear to have concluded all of the business we had planned for today.  Do I hear a motion to recess until the Thursday meeting?

6.3.1.2. JohnK: I so move.  Seconded MikeP  

6.3.1.3. JohnF: Is there any discussion? No.  Is there any objection to recess? None. Seeing none, we are recessed.

6.3.1.4. Meeting closed at 2:37 pm.

7. Thursday Afternoon Session, September 15, 2004

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to order

7.1.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): I call the meeting to order.

7.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 4:10 pm

7.2. Process

7.2.1. Comment Resolution

7.2.1.1. JohnF: Would anyone like to present a paper? Yes.  But first, is there anyone who would like to reconsider any of the resolutions produced yesterday? No.  I believe that we can complete our business in this session.  If so, we may be able to dispense with the evening session.  We shall see about this later.

7.2.1.2. Srini: I would like to put in place a set of motions including an ANA request.

7.2.1.3. JohnF: We will cover that as soon as we hear the presenter.

7.2.2. Presentation of document 1045r2

7.2.2.1. Jarkko Kneckt presented a document 04/1045-02, HCCA TXOP handling difficulties. [The presentation is interrupted for discussion of a correction to the specification covered in a previous comment.  As a result, a motion is made to reconsider and strike the offending specification text.]

7.2.2.2. Srini: Motion: reconsider the resolution of comment Seip/8 of the original sponsor ballot (see doc:IEEE 802.11-04/546)  Seconded Jennifer

7.2.2.3. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the reconsideration of this comment? No. Is there any objection to reconsidering the comment? None.  Hearing none the comment is open for reconsideration.

7.2.2.4. Srini: Move to accept comment Seip/8 of the original sponsor ballot (see doc:IEEE 802.11-04/546).. second Jennifer 

7.2.2.5. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? None.  Is there any objection to passing this motion? No. The motion passes unanimously.

7.2.2.6. JohnF: I pass the chair to Tim Godfrey for a short time [JohnF leaves at 4:37]

7.2.2.7. [Jarkko suggests changing the Q-ACK option and set EOSP in QOS CF-POLL+CF-ACK Frame.  The group agrees this should be considered as an improvement to the specification, although there is no comment to which it can be attached for immediate action. [JohnF returns 4:40 pm, reclaiming chair]

7.2.2.8. Jarkko: Pursuant to my presentation on slide 5 of document 1045/02, I would like to have a straw poll…  “A QAP shall not set the EOSP bit to 1 in a QOS +CF-ACK frame that is addressed to QSTA that is different from the intended recipient of the acknowledgement”.  Does the body agree with this statement and would it like to submit it to TGm for consideration?  Yes-11, No-0  Abstain-1 (15 attendees present in meeting including chair).

7.2.2.9. [The following minutes were taken by Tim Godfrey, who graciously agreed to assist the TGe secretary to allow him to attend another meeting]

7.2.3. Presentation of document 957r4

7.2.3.1. Srini Kandala

7.2.3.2. Regarding submissions to ANA for specific numbers for 802.11e.

7.2.3.3. Motion: Believing that the reason code 45 should be reserved and owned by TGe, request the assigned numbers authority to assign a reason code for the use of TGe. The reason code 45 is specifically requested to be assigned if available.

7.2.3.3.1. Moved Srini

7.2.3.3.2. Second John

7.2.3.3.3. Motion passes with Unanimous consent.

7.2.3.4. Capability Information Field

7.2.3.5. Motion: Believing that the capability information field bit 15 should be reserved and owned by TGe, request the assigned numbers authority to assign one capability information field bit for the use of TGe. Bit 15 is specifically requested to be assigned if available.

7.2.3.5.1. Moved Srini

7.2.3.5.2. Second John K

7.2.3.5.3. Motion passes with unanimous consent

7.2.3.6. Move to request the ANA to convert the designation of bit 14 to “Delayed Block Ack”

7.2.3.6.1. Moved Srini,

7.2.3.6.2. Second Inoue

7.2.3.6.3. Motion passes with unanimous consent

7.2.3.7. Believing that the information element “QoS Action” is owned by Tge, Request that the ANA release the 45th information element with the name “QoS Action”.
7.2.3.7.1. Moved Srini

7.2.3.7.2. Second John F

7.2.3.7.3. Motion passes with unanimous consent

7.2.4. Discussion

7.2.4.1. Tom Seip visits the meeting, and says he is satisfied with comment resolutions, and will withdraw his “No” vote.

7.3. New Business

7.3.1.1. ANA and TI trademark issues have been resolved

7.3.1.2. No other new business

7.4. New Draft

7.4.1. P802.11e-D9.1 has been posted to the private drafts area on the server.

7.4.1.1. It contains all changes up to yesterday.

7.4.1.2. There will be one more editorial review before it is released as Draft 10.

7.4.1.3. There is one entry changed in the table.

7.4.1.4. Motion: Believing that sponsor ballot comment responses in 11-04-988r3 and the document mentioned below satisfy IEEE-SA reuls for sponsor ballot recirculation, authorize a SB recirculation of 802.11e Draft 10.0 to conclude no later than 11/14/2004

7.4.1.4.1. Moved Srini

7.4.1.4.2. Second John

7.4.1.5. Motion to amend: change R3 to R4 to accommodate comment resolved today in this session.

7.4.1.5.1. Moved Jennifer

7.4.1.5.2. Second Mathilde

7.4.1.6. Discussion

7.4.1.6.1. Document 04-988r3 is updated to r4, containing all comment resolutions.

7.4.1.6.2. Vote: Motion to amend passes with unanimous consent

7.4.1.7. Motion on the floor: Believing that sponsor ballot comment responses in 11-04-988r3 and the document mentioned below satisfy IEEE-SA rules for sponsor ballot recirculation, authorize a SB recirculation of 802.11e Draft 10.0 to conclude no later than 11/14/2004

7.4.1.7.1. Vote: Motion passes 15 : 0 : 0

7.4.2. Discussion

7.4.2.1. We have already announced an October meeting (In July).

7.4.2.2. Srini notes that the announcement has not been on the reflector. 

7.4.2.3. We need to have a motion for a new date, at least a month from tomorrow: The week of October 18th.

7.4.2.4. Motion: Believing that their work will be progressed significantly, and the work conducted per 802.11 rules, believing the ad hoc meeting will be announced at the closing plenary meeting of WG 802.11, and believing the meeting will be announced at least 30 days in advance using the 802.11 WG reflector, announce an ad hoc meeting to be held by TGe on October 19-20, 2004 in Portland, Oregon. 

7.4.2.4.1. Moved Srini

7.4.2.4.2. Second John

7.4.2.4.3. Discussion

7.4.2.4.3.1. Can we have teleconference capability? The WG chair has ruled that we should not set up teleconferences for these types of meetings. 

7.4.2.4.3.2. JohnF – this motion does not preclude. If we can work it out, we will provide teleconference support.

7.4.2.4.4. Vote: Motion passes with unanimous consent.

7.4.2.5. Motion: Believing that TGe will pass motions resulting in sponsor ballot comment responses, and a draft that satisfies IEEE-SA rules for sponsor ballot recirculation at a duly authorized meeting conducted in good order, Conditionally authorize TGe to request a SB recirculation ballot to conclude no later than 11/15/2004, conditional on the existence of a comment response database and document by TGe meeting rules for sponsor ballot. 

7.4.2.5.1. Moved Srini,

7.4.2.5.2. Second John K

7.4.2.5.3. Vote: motion passes 6: 3 : 0

7.5. Closing

7.5.1. Adjourn

7.5.1.1. Is there any objection to adjourning TGe?  No objection.

Closed at 6:00PM.

Minutes of 802.11 Task Group E, September 2004         Page 16
R. R. Miller, AT&T


