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1. Monday Morning Session, January 17, 2005

1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to order

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

1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 10:37 am.

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Agenda

1.3.1.1. JohnF: This meeting we have scheduled sessions Monday 10:30 am to 9:30 pm.  We shall begin with approving the agenda, reviewing minutes, conducting technical discussions and comment resolutions, leading to the next draft.  Then, Tuesday we shall continue with two slots, and Wednesday is our final day.  Basically we shall meet all day until 6:00 pm.  That’s the proposed agenda.

1.3.1.2. Srini: Can we make the last two items non-fixed?

1.3.1.3. JohnF:  Let’s make them non-fixed.  I need to have someone change this on the official web site rows 45-49.  On Wednesday, I shall announce that this is non-fixed.  Are there any comments on the agenda?

1.3.2. Approval of the agenda

1.3.2.1. JohnF: Is there any objection to adopting the agenda as shown? None.  Hearing none, the agenda is approved.  We shall now follow the agenda.

1.3.3. Review Objectives for the Session

1.3.3.1. JohnF: Let me review the objectives of the session.  We shall work on the recirculation ballot comments to see if it makes sense to go to a new recirculation.  Srini, would you give us the status of last recirculation?

1.3.3.2. Srini: We still have 5 “no” voters, with 35 comments 15 of which are technical.  Eight are new technical comments.  The comments are shown in 1580r0.

1.3.3.3. JohnF: Did anyone talk to you about any previous comments?

1.3.3.4. Srini: No.

1.3.3.5. JohnF: Stuart said that someone would talk to you about some previous comments.  We have 95% approval, only 5 no voters.  Can you name them?

1.3.3.6. Srini: Stuart, O’Hara, Del Prado, Soomro, Palm.

1.3.3.7. JohnF: Are there any questions regarding last recirculation?  None.

1.3.4. Rules and Status Review for New Members

1.3.4.1. JohnF: For the next item I’d like to review policies and rules.  Do we have any new people attending for the first time?  Several.  The process we use is Robert’s Rules of Order for discipline.  Only voting members can vote, however my policy is that non-voters can participate in debates.  You can be recognized if you could like to comment.  If you have a motion, approach a voting member to bring a motion on your behalf.  If you would like to know procedure, interrupt me and I shall help.  Srini, can you review the last actions of the group?

1.3.4.2. Srini: The last meeting summary is that we went to recirculation.  We closed on Dec 23, with same number of no voters.  More than 20 comments were logged, many editorial.

1.3.4.3. JohnF: Are there questions?

1.3.5. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.5.1. JohnF: The next item is approval of the minutes.  Are there any questions on the minutes submitted from the last meeting in San Antonio?  Is there any objection to accepting the minutes? No. Hearing none, the minutes are approved.

1.3.6. Call for Papers 

1.3.6.1. JohnF: The next item is a call for papers.  Then we shall discuss how to handle comment resolutions.  Are there any papers which address resolutions?  Hearing none, are there any other papers relevant to TGe activities.  Hearing none, I would like to begin the resolution process.

1.3.7. Discussion of Comment Resolution Process

1.3.7.1. JohnF: Let’s talk about handling comments.  What I would like to see is to have a few people work on the comments, craft resolutions in an ad-hoc meeting, and then present them in a reconvened in a formal meeting to approve the ad-hoc output.  The number of comments is so small, we may be able to proceed with one motion.  I would like to operate ad-hoc so that everyone can participate at the same level, and because voting requirements can be a little more lax allowing it to be faster by being informal.  However, we shall have a formal approval process.  Is there any objection to the plan?  Are there any suggestions for an alternate process?  None.  Hearing none, we shall proceed.  We shall assign Srini as ad-hoc group leader.  He may decide to divide the comments, or not.  Is that OK, Srini?

1.3.7.2. Srini: Yes

1.3.7.3. JohnF:  I am going to recess the formal meeting for the ad-hoc group, so that Srini can begin.  I am going to resolve the comment received at the CAC meeting yesterday.  One or more individuals thought that we did not give enough attention to comments received in the past.  

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. JohnF: That said, is there any objection to recess for the ad-hoc group by anyone? None.  Hearing no objection, we shall recess until 1:30 pm when we will reconvene formally. OK?  No objections noted.  Therefore we are recessed.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 10:55 am.

2. Monday Afternoon Session, January 17, 2005

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to order

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

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1:30 pm.

2.3. Process

2.3.1. Comment Resolution

2.3.1.1. JohnF: Srini, what is the current status?

2.3.1.2. Srini: The ad-hoc has resolved 27 comments, with 8 remaining.

2.3.1.3. JohnF:  Let us recess for the remaining comments.  I will try to locate Bob O’Hara to help with resolution of his comments.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. JohnF: Is there any objection to recess for the ad-hoc group? None. Hearing none, we are recessed until 2:00 pm.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1:32 pm

2.5. Opening

2.5.1. Call to order

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

2.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 2:11 pm.

2.6. Process

2.6.1. Comment Resolution

2.6.1.1. JohnF: We shall put the ad-hoc’s comment resolutions on the server so that they can be acted upon as a block vote.  The remaining ones will be shown in 1580r1.  Mathilde, when would you like to discuss your comment?

2.6.1.2. Mathilde: Later.

2.6.1.3. JohnF: OK we’ll wait.

2.6.1.4. Srini: Let us discuss the Surplus Bandwidth Allowance, Soomro/2.  The suggested text proposed by JohnK/Srini is “Comment declined. The surplus bandwidth allowance was added to the list of mandatory parameters precisely to ensure that there is a guarantee of medium access as conveyed by TSPEC to account for the fact that the channel is wireless, and so under at least some normal conditions, stream throughput and latency requirements are met even though the channel is error-prone. Furthermore, the SBA specifies medium access requirements, not stream requirements per se. The fact that the SBA is unique in wireless protocols merely speaks to the fact that 802.11e has considered aspects of wireless protocols that other standards have not”.

2.6.1.5. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion to accept?

2.6.1.6. Discussion. Concerns [BobM] regarding the mapping between stream content and the SBA, in light of growth of media types and inference requirements to generate SBA.

2.6.1.7. JohnF: Call the question

2.6.1.8. JohnF: We shall vote, voters only please.  All in favor of accepting the resolution.  The vote is  9-3-1, the vote passes and the comment is accepted.

2.7. Closing

2.7.1. Recess

2.7.1.1. JohnF: Since the other comments require individuals not in the room, I propose a short recess.  Is there any objection to recess until 2:30?  Seeing none we are recessed. 

2.7.1.2. Recess at 2:20 pm.

2.8. Opening

2.8.1. Call to order

2.8.1.1. JohnF (John Fakatselis): As it is 2:30, I call the meeting to order.

2.8.1.2. Meeting convened at 2:30 pm.

2.9. Process

2.9.1. Comment Resolution

2.9.1.1. JohnF: It was brought to my attention that the previous vote may have led some to be confused.  Is there anyone who wishes to repeat the vote due to confusion regarding the previous vote?  The confusion resulted from chair saying “9 for, 3 against”, interpreted by some as 9-4-3 vote.  Does anyone want to have another vote? No.  Shall we accept the previous vote as 9-3-1, not 9-4-3?  No objections.  Very well, the vote stands.  What is the next comment?

2.9.1.2. Srini: O’Hara/1

2.9.1.3. Discussion regarding validity of comments.  Comments appear to address the commenter’s previously proposed solution.

2.9.1.4. JohnF:  We have no procedural encumbrance which directs us to reject or accept.  Let’s forget about technicalities, and look at the essence of the comment.  The commenter will keep protesting until we address the comment.

2.9.1.5. JohnK:  It should be necessary to take into account probability for “no” votes if we consider all comments, and we should be attempting to complete our work with dispatch.

2.9.1.6. TomS: We should be addressing the technical value of O’Hara’s comment.

2.9.1.7. JohnF: So let’s forget about the procedural process and address the technical merit of the comments.

2.9.1.8. Srini:   There are proposed resolutions to all of these comments which were supplied last time.

2.9.1.9. JohnF:  Let’s have a straw poll to see how many would like to address the comments as technical rather than procedural.  Straw poll vote 3-8-1.

2.9.1.10. Discussion

2.9.1.11. Point of order [unknown] – I heard a comment disparaging members.  I believe I heard a reference to “terrorism” regarding these comments. 

2.9.1.12. JohnK: Apologies, no intent to insult anyone.

2.9.1.13. Srini: the technical responses previously developed by the group are shown in 1394r2.

2.9.1.14. JohnK:  I shall file a protest.  We are giving treatment to a particular commenter based on what we think he is going to do, rather than pursuing a speedy conclusion to the standard, which is required of us as part of the standards process.  It opens a Pandora’s box.

2.9.1.15. JohnF:  Let us proceed with other comments.  Soomro/4

2.9.1.16. Srini: No one can understand the comment.

2.9.1.17. BobM: We sent an e-mail, but no response received as yet.

2.9.1.18. JohnF: Is there any objection to accommodate Mathilde’s request to postpone her comment discussion?

2.9.1.19. TomKuehnel: Yes.  We are using valuable resources.  Members have duties other than TGe.

2.9.1.20. JohnF:  I will see if I can find Mathilde and if she can proceed.  May I call a short recess? No objection.

2.10. Closing

2.10.1. Recess

2.10.1.1. JohnF: Is there any objection to 5 minute recess?  No.  We are recessed.

2.10.1.2. Recess at 3:04 pm

2.11. Opening

2.11.1. Call to order

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

2.11.1.2. Meeting convened at 3:09 pm.

2.12. Process

2.12.1. Comment Resolution

2.12.1.1. JohnF: Let us resume the discussion of comment resolution of the remaining comments. 

2.12.1.2. TomS: It is important to remain consistent, so that commenters are treated equally in terms of reconsideration of comments.

2.12.1.3. JohnF: I believe this has been the case.  Let’s address TomK’s request to have Mathilde proceed.

2.12.1.4. Mathilde:  I have been talking to several people about the issue of multiple NAVs, and have simplified the approach.  I want to give people the opportunity to view a solution that could make HCCA as good as EDCA in dense, voice-intensive applications.  The solution is simple and optional.

2.12.1.5. JohnF:  The group is ready to consider the comment.  You could move to postpone or table.  For postponing to a specified time, it is open for debate.  If you choose to table, it is non-debatable, but it is not guaranteed as to time of action. 

2.12.1.6. Point of Information, Srini:  It appears that this comment is on non-changed text.  It is either a re-cycled comment or a comment on non-changed text.  

2.12.1.7. JohnF:  I am trying to guide the commenter on a course of action.

2.12.1.8. Mathilde:  My purpose is to expose people to the idea.  Is it possible to choose a time when people can get together to learn about the concept?

2.12.1.9. JohnF: Tomorrow we have 1:30 pm.

2.12.1.10. Mathilde: I  move to postpone the comment resolution for Benveniste/1 until 1:30 pm on Tuesday Jan 18. 

2.12.1.11. Point of information,  TomK: Do you want to discuss technical or legal issues?

2.12.1.12. Mathilde: Technical.

2.12.1.13. TomK:  The discussion has been whether the comment is out of order, rather than the technical merit of the suggestion.

2.12.1.14. JohnF: Irrelevant to the discussion. Do I hear a second.

2.12.1.15. BobM Seconds

2.12.1.16. JohnF: Is there discussion?

2.12.1.17. JohnK:  I have looked at 1074. It severely impacts the existing text.  I speak against postponing.

2.12.1.18. Mathilde: We are in this situation because the matter has been rushed through.  I want to alert people so that it is not rushed through.

2.12.1.19. Discussion

2.12.1.20. Srini:  We have 4 more hours today.  We should use the time productively.  I would like to speak against this. I call the question

2.12.1.21. JohnK seconds

2.12.1.22. JohnF: Is there any objection to calling the question? None.  The vote to postpone requires a majority.  The vote is 3-8-1.  The motion to postpone fails.  Do I have a resolution for the comment?

2.12.1.23. TomKuehnel: I propose to reject the comment.

2.12.1.24. Discussion

2.12.1.25. TomK: There is a valid issue regarding overlapping BSSs.  I do not believe that this solves the general problem.  I believe it also may generate more “no” votes.  I also believe that this gives credence to the O’Hara reconsideration issue.

2.12.1.26. JohnK:  The resolution can say that it involves non-changed text, for example,  “Comment rejected:  The comment addresses non-changed text.  Furthermore, if this comment were to be accepted, this would leave the condition of single-NAV operation undefined.”

2.12.1.27. TomS:  There is another basis for protest.  A suggestion has been made and acted upon.  You have now considered this one, leaving O’Hara’s open for reconsideration.

2.13. Closing

2.13.1. Recess

2.13.1.1. Orders of the day.

Recess at 3:30 pm

2.14. Opening

2.14.1. Call to order

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

2.14.1.2. Meeting called to order at 4:05 pm

2.15. Process

2.15.1. Comment Resolution

2.15.1.1. JohnF:  We shall continue where we left off.  Is there someone else who wants to take up resolutions?

2.15.1.2. JohnK: Would like to go back to proposed resolution to Mathilde’s comment.

2.15.1.3. Any suggestions or modifications?  No.

2.15.1.4. I submit the previously captured response.

2.15.1.5. Second Srini

2.15.1.6. Is there any objection to accepting this resolution?  None.  The comment resolution is accepted unanimously.

2.15.1.7. Mathilde: Please request the secretary to note that I voted for the motion.

2.15.1.8. JohnF:  So we still have Bob O’Hara’s comments and Amjad’s.

2.15.1.9. I have asked Paul Nikolich to join us, and he says he can do so about 5:00pm.

2.16. Closing

2.16.1. Recess

2.16.1.1. I would like to recess until Paul arrives, then.  Is there any objection? None.  Hearing none, we are recessed.

2.17. Opening

2.17.1. Call to order

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

2.17.1.2. Meeting reconvened at 4:40 pm.

2.17.1.3. JohnF: I would like to review for those assembled (including Harry Worstell, Bob Miller, Srini, John Kowalski and others).  We have been discussing comments and stand at 95% approval.  One of the “no” voters, O’Hara, said his comments weren’t properly considered.  At the last meeting the group exercised the right to reject comments not associated with changes.  The group looked at the comments, the judgment was that no normative text changes would occur.  There was also an issue of consistency, as the same process was used with other commenters.  So the O’Hara comments were considered void.   O’Hara sent word that he was not happy with the response.  I had a discussion with the group.  I believe that Bob O’Hara will protest, but could not convince the group to look at Bob’s comments and give a response different from the ones last time.  The group felt that it was necessary to be consistent so as not to allow anyone to open an area that has been closed, thereby extending the process for those who want to add last-minute changes.  This would lengthen the process.  The group, therefore, feels that it does not advocate reconsideration of Bob’s comments. [To Paul] I need your advice.

2.17.1.4. Paul: Have you recirculated Bob’s comments?

2.17.1.5. Srini: We recirculated once and now would recirculate again.  However this time there would be no technical responses.

2.17.1.6. Paul: Are there other technical changes that produced edits to the draft?

2.17.1.7. Srini: Yes

2.17.1.8. Paul: You need to make sure that any valid “no” vote is subjected to consideration by the group.  As long as no one changes their vote as a result of Bob’s vote, then the process ends.  It is not necessary to reach 100% agreement.

2.17.1.9. JohnF: Bob’s point is that you didn’t really look at his comments.  The group feels that no response was appropriate because they did not deal with changes which had been previously cleared by the membership.

2.17.1.10. Paul: Did you add in the language that Bob will have an opportunity to have those changes addressed as part of corrigendum or maintenance requests?  There is an opportunity for the areas he is interested in to be changed.

2.17.1.11. JohnF: I pointed this out to the group, but the group declined to add these comments.  We could put it in this time, although we didn’t include it for the last recirculation draft. 

2.17.1.12. JohnK: If we allow this once, it can be used again.  It would open a flood of similar behavior.

2.17.1.13. JohnF: Let’s look at the comments.

2.17.1.14. Srini:  O’Hara/1.  The intention was that the format should be Big Endian (explicitly defined), also length of the field was 255 and he wanted 254.   We accepted the comments in the ad-hoc group, in some cases offering alternate resolutions. 

2.17.1.15. Paul: On the length issue, you accepted it in principle?

2.17.1.16. Srini: Yes, but the task group voted not to accept it as it did not refer to changed text.  Another was a comment on a MIB object.  The MIB object was previously approved and part of the standard, but he suggested that some changes were necessary because the MIB was incomplete.  Again, although something might be beneficially added, no one commented on it in several recirculations, implying that it was closed.   We actually copied the MIB from 802.11h, so in that in a sense we are no worse than that amendment.  Despite that, I made a contribution that would have made the addition.  However, the group felt that adding it would not be appropriate at the time.

2.17.1.17. Paul: So has the group considered going beyond this and saying we could address these in a maintenance PAR, since it is too late in this process?  The group could say that it intends to start a maintenance PAR to address this issue.  Would a new project have to be started?

2.17.1.18. Srini: No, our understanding is that it would not be necessary to open a PAR.

2.17.1.19. Paul: Remember a task group is not the same as the PAR.  You should ask Bob if that would be acceptable, since it follows the technical and procedural needs.

2.17.1.20. JohnF:  I did mention the maintenance group linkage, but we can do it again.  We can say that we recognize that some of the comments are valid and that it would be appropriate to queue changes into a maintenance PAR as quickly as possible.

2.17.1.21. Paul: It’s important to convince Bob that the group will undertake immediate action to address the issue.  You need to take it to Bob.  It appears you have followed the rules.  He wants to make sure that the quality of the document is high, but the process must necessarily converge.

2.17.1.22. JohnF:  Especially when it is 95%.  During the recirculations we did not have any other responses to Bob’s suggestions, apparently honoring the concept that the commented issue had already been closed.  We wanted you to hear the task group side, and request your counsel.  Thank you for your assistance.  We feel your suggestions have been valuable.

2.18. Closing

2.18.1. Recess

2.18.1.1. JohnF: Since we have finished this business, is there any objection to recess for the day?  None.  Hearing none we are recessed. See you tomorrow at 10:30 am.

2.18.1.2. Recessed at 5:20 pm.

3. Tuesday Morning Session, January 18, 2005

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

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

3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 10:35 am.

3.3. Process

Comment Resolution

3.3.1.1. JohnF:  I’d like to give a quick sync-up.  We just completed a recirculations with about 5 “no” voters.  We are “steady state”, not changing.  We got a lot less comments, however.  We’ve addressed all of them in an ad-hoc fashion, and we have a document, 1580r2, that captures them.  I’d like you to review quietly this document to attempt to approve them as the formal response of the task group. I ask if anyone wants to pull out any of the resolutions.  For those comments you can offer an alternative or we can further discuss.  We had some discussion yesterday regarding Mr. O’Hara’s comments.  Those comments, when originally submitted, referred to text that had not changed.  We formed responses, but the comments were eventually rejected on the grounds that they were out of order.  However, the group acknowledged that the comments treated issues that were valid technically.  Yesterday, the group remained fixed in its decision to reject the comments on procedural grounds.  I invited Paul  Nikolich to discuss the question and provide counsel.  He said that he understood why the comments were treated as they were, but it would be appropriate to consider the comments due to technical merit.  So that is where we are.  Today, Bob has agreed to join us.  I would like him to give his view, and we would like to explore middle ground.  Bob, would you like to comment?

3.3.1.2. O’Hara: The issues raised on recirculation 3 have an impact on the quality of the document including interoperability issues with other amendments that treat the action frame.  It is not clear that any implementation prior would be able to properly skip the TCLASS element and parse properly.  The more important issue is that I take issue with the statement that the task group has been consistent when treating comments which refer to non-changed text.  There are many examples in recirculations 1 and 2 where the consistency was not apparent.  My point on the last recirculations is that the rules must be followed consistently, and I talked to Mr. Nikolich regarding this.  He was concerned.   I can point out perhaps 30 examples where consistency was not evident on the first recirculations.  Although “e” is clearly approaching completion, I do not want it to rush to complete the document sacrificing quality.  If most of our companies were to issue a product and immediately announce areas where the product was broken, it sends a bad message to the market.  I believe things should be fixed before they are issued.  I urge the task group to take a look at the rejected comments to make sure that they’ve been consistent.  RevCom and ExCom will apply a microscope to the process issues.  I know that in the Sunday chair’s advisory council, Stuart was not satisfied with “e” responses and felt that the comments should be more thoroughly addressed.  We need to ensure that when the standard goes to RevCom it is not the first one to be returned to the task group.

3.3.1.3. JohnF: Srini, do you have any comments?

3.3.1.4. Srini: On the first recirculations, we may not have applied the process entirely consistently, but in the later recirculations we have.  I think we have been sensitive to the issues, but perhaps we could have done more.  I have gone back and looked at the comments, and perhaps we should take Bob’s advice and make appropriate modifications.  It seems we should assure balloters that we are trying to follow the procedure and provide a quality product.

3.3.1.5. JohnF:  We may choose to make exceptions that would enable reconsideration.  Do you have an accurate count of comments rejected on the basis that text has not changed?

3.3.1.6. Srini: 13, by my count.

3.3.1.7. O’Hara: On the last, there were 3 balloters with 8 or 9 comments.

3.3.1.8. JohnF:  With that, I think I should not rule them out of order.  We should take all of the comments in that class and reconsider them.  That is one possibility.  I shall not rule without the input of the group, however.

3.3.1.9. JohnK:  There have been no data come to light to say that anything shown in the comments would affect interoperability.  The fact is that we do have an obligation to see the standard published ASAP.  I am skeptical that if we keep reconsidering we will hazard completion in a timely way.  It is our prerogative whether or not to address them.   I feel that threats of RevCom action are not appropriate.

3.3.1.10. Mathilde:  I believe that if we are going to do a standard, we should do it right.  Would Having a new sponsor ballot now confuse or improve the situation?

3.3.1.11. JohnF:  I think that would not be appropriate.  Let’s either reexamine the comments or decide not to.  I’d like to hear some more discussion about risks of these decisions.

3.3.1.12. Adrian: I respect Bob’s directions and believe we have to come to market with interoperable products.  But I am also sensitive to completing the work in a timely way.  If we have reached steady state, we could be here forever, never coming to closure.  I advocate addressing the comments via a maintenance activity.  Regarding whether a group needs to be consistent, the group can be partial: those ideas that would produce “no” votes can justify treatment, however, changes that are expansive or far reaching can equally be dropped in favor of expedited closure.  

3.3.1.13. AndrewM:  We have to consider comments made on any part of the proposal.  The danger is that in a sponsor ballot, I could comment on any part of the proposal.  This is clearly unsatisfactory.  The practical matter is that WMM is reaching the market already, and it does not benefit us to linger over the details.  I think we should proceed.

3.3.1.14. O’Hara: I agree with Andrew, the process must converge.  However the process is important.  In the first two recirculations there was not a single rejection regarding a comment on text that didn’t change.  I think Srini had a good suggestion that in the cover letter cover the process wasn’t applied uniformly, but that in the future we will not accept comments which refer to unchanged text.  It is improper that the appearance be that the group uses the procedural issue to reject comments that it does not want to deal with.   This appearance irritated me.  However, it is more important that the process be correct.  If questions are raised later, I do not wish this to be the first standard to be rejected by RevCom.

3.3.1.15. JohnK: We don’t do science here, we do engineering on a limited budget.  We have to finish this thing.  I think we should not have considered many of the early comments.  We have been distracted by many comments which have been resurrected time and again.  This wastes time.  As far as resolving the questions on technical merit, I must look at the project risk of one path versus another.  If I were convinced that these comments would materially change the direction of the standard, I would vote for acceptance.

3.3.1.16. Mathilde:  There has been consensus that the technical merit of the comments was there.  WRT the urgency issue, Srini’s suggestion would be a nice idea.  People don’t look at the 11e draft to make product.  Wi-Fi has gone ahead.

3.3.1.17. TomK: With TGe there will be new ideas constantly.  We should come to some closure.  I was involved with development of large quantities of equipment using QoS features.  We have to try to make this work and get it out.  Going on forever does not benefit this.

3.3.1.18. JohnF: Let me focus the discussion.  Another compromise is to look at all 13 comments and address them on technical merit.  In parallel we make it clear to the sponsor group that we won’t act on further comments which do not produce changes.  That said, anyone else with comments?

3.3.1.19. JohnK:  If we are to take up the comments, I’d like to know how we can keep the process moving.  For example, to treat them, we’d have to counter since the comments themselves refer to other changes.  

3.3.1.20. JohnF: Would it be OK if we treated your comments, would you consider changing your vote by the end of the week?

3.3.1.21. O’Hara: Yes.  I have no issues with anything in the latest draft.  There is minimum possibility that votes will change due to matters not related to my past comments.

3.3.1.22. Srini: We will be changing the draft slightly anyway.  I think we have been trying to implement the rules to show that there has been no discrimination.

3.3.1.23. JohnK:  I request a straw poll. 

3.3.1.24. JohnF: Let’s see it.

3.3.1.25. Not ready yet.

3.3.1.26. JohnF: Are there any other comments? No. It seems like discussion has slowed down.  Would someone please craft a motion that would move us forward procedurally?

3.3.1.27. Mathilde: How about a motion to accept those resolutions?

3.3.1.28. JohnF: We cannot do that now.

3.3.1.29. JohnK:  I see two separate motions.  We need a motion going forward to affirm that only comments treating changed text will be considered.  We’d need another to accept Bob’s comments.  I would like a straw poll: 

3.3.1.30. How many would favor motions to:

3.3.1.31. a) accept all comment resolutions related to the comments that were not considered in the response but are written in 11-04-1394-02-000e-tge-3rd-sponsor ballot-comments-comments.

3.3.1.32. b) make clear in the cover letter that only comments on changes to text will be considered.

3.3.1.33. Srini: Let’s review the technical comment resolutions generated by the group previously. (shows Bob O’Hara’s comments)  The first one treats the Big Endian behavior.  Changing this throughout the document would have created a very large edit load, so I felt it could be treated by a statement confirming Big Endian format in one place.  The 2nd relates to TCLAS, and the resolution was to change the length of this info element and reduce the allowable size of the Classifier parameters to 252 octets.  I feel the correction is valid.  The 3rd  comment is on the PICS, adding “N/A” and a selection box for all entries in the “support” column.  The 4th was accepted as editorial.  The 5th regarding the missing module compliance statement, was accepted, but I did not immediately have the appropriate text.  1489r1 offered suggested text, and this was shared with Bob.  We are not completely sure how far we can go beyond what is already in the document.  This should not take more than 5 minutes of work to complete.  The 6th comment relates to TSINFO.  We agreed to replace TSINFO with TSPEC in locations where it occurs in 7.4.2.3.  Bob had a slightly different solution.

3.3.1.34. Bob:  There was not a clear reference where field should be location.  Anywhere this is specified is OK.

3.3.1.35. Srini: The 7th  comment refers to TSPEC format.  The suggested resolution was to decline the comment as the comment resolution did not change the field names.  Adrian’s comment related to BA timeout field.  Replace in with new value.

3.3.1.36. Karz’ comment relates to DLS request and response frames.  The comment was accepted with the editor instructed to add Extended supported rates. Finally, Adachi/6 on EDCA parameter set.  A counter was offered stating that it was felt that the commenter had confused modulation and PHYs.  The editor enhanced the text editorially by replacing DS-CCK with “for PHYs defined in clauses 15 and 18 and “Extended Rate –OFDM types elsewhere.

3.3.1.37. JohnF: So this being understood, who would favor motions to:

3.3.1.38. a) accept all comment resolutions related to the comments that were not considered in the response but are written in 11-04-1394-02-000e-tge-3rd-sponsor ballot-recirc-comments.

3.3.1.39. b) make clear in the cover letter that only comments on changes to text will be considered.

3.3.1.40. JohnF: If this passes it is a template for acceptance of the resolutions.  Straw poll.  First question:  passes unanimously 15-0-0.

3.3.1.41. JohnK: I would like two motions, one for a) and b) with b before a:

3.3.1.42. Move to instruct the editor to include in the cover letter for the invitation to the 5th recirculation ballot a statement that for this and all future recirculations, only comments on changes to text will be considered.

3.3.1.43. JohnF: Are there any editorial suggestions before I accept a second? None.

3.3.1.44. Srini seconds.

3.3.1.45. JohnF: Is there any discussion? on the motion?  Hearing none we shall vote.  Vote is 15-0-0, and passes unanimously.

3.3.1.46. JohnK: I wish to move:

3.3.1.47. Accept all comment resolutions related to the comments 6, 23, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33 and 51 that were not considered in the response but are written in 11-04-1394-02-000e-tge-3rd-sponsor ballot-recirc-comments.

3.3.1.48. JohnF: Before asking for a second, are there any suggestions? None.

3.3.1.49. Seconded Adrian.

3.3.1.50. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? None.  We shall vote.  The vote is 16-0-0, unanimously passing.  JohnF: We have three comments left?

3.3.1.51. Srini:  There are three or four comments left, as we have taken care of Bob’s comments.

3.3.1.52. JohnF: I want to give time for resolution formation and documentation.  Srini, I need you to document these as part of responses to Bob’s comments.  After lunch we shall work on accepting them.  Would there be objection to recess until 1:30 pm?

3.3.1.53. Mathilde: Concerns regarding retroactivity of the b) statement.

3.3.1.54. JohnF: If the group wants to reconsider opening all text, that would be OK, but that is not what we just voted for.  If there are any further changes, they must relate to the resolutions we are about to craft.  If you would like to propose reconsideration of the motion, you may do so.

3.3.1.55. BobO: Just to follow on Mathilde’s point: anyone can forward comments anytime, but all of the comments, even those hypothetically received in the future referring to stable text, would be passed along for maintenance.  The editor could add to the statement that all comments would be forwarded for maintenance consideration.

3.3.1.56. JohnF:  My feeling is that if someone protests on this basis, there is little probability of success.  If you have a motion to put on the floor, we can consider it, otherwise I suggest we move on.  We shall accept comments on the draft based on the reopened comments we just covered.  There seems no violation of the rules.

3.3.1.57. Mathilde: How about a straw poll to give notice to those who haven’t commented because of the previous policy ?

3.3.1.58. JohnK: I believe it is time to move on.

3.3.1.59. BobO: I’d suggest that the balloters have an obligation to comment.  If the balloter doesn’t comment, then the opportunity has passed. 

3.3.1.60. JohnF: Mathilde, is there a motion?

3.3.1.61. Mathilde: No.

3.3.1.62. JohnF:  Another “no” voter (Stuart) just joined us.  [To Stuart] What would it take to change your “no” vote?

3.3.1.63. Stuart: My position is that I will look at the comments and modulate my vote accordingly.

3.3.1.64. JohnF:  Could you please act before the end of the week so we can keep the process moving?  Srini, can you get with Stuart and Mathilde to see if they are satisfied? Stuart, if you change your vote, then we will have substantial agreement from all no voters.  

3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. Having concluded this examination, may we recess?  No objections.

3.4.1.2. We are recessed. until 1:30

3.4.1.3. Recess at 11:50 am.

4. Tuesday Afternoon Session, January 18, 2005

4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to order

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

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1:35 pm.

4.3. Process

4.3.1. Comment Resolution

4.3.1.1. JohnF: We have very few people (4), and Srini needs more time to complete his preparations. I am going to suggest a recess until 2:30 pm.

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. Is there any objection to a recess until 2:30?  Hearing none we are recessed.

4.4.1.2. Recessed at 1:37 pm.

4.5. Opening

4.5.1. Call to order

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

4.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 2:37 pm.

4.6. Process

4.6.1. Comment Resolution

4.6.1.1. JohnF:  We have about 1 hour left to approve the resolutions.  Srini, how do you wish to proceed?

4.6.1.2. Srini:  (Puts the comment spreadsheet, 1580r4 on the screen) This contains the resolutions to all comments, including the ones worked yesterday , the Bob O’Hara ones, and the remaining ones.  They are color-coded: Yellow are Srini-covered recommendations, Blue ad-hoc group/Srini formulations, and orange motions passed on floor, but may need to reconsider.  White ones were passed on the floor.  [Srini overviews Adachi/1 proposed comment resolution].

4.6.1.3. JohnF: Is there any objection to accept the Adachi/1 resolution.  None.  Hearing none, the resolution is accepted.

4.6.1.4. Srini: Next is Adachi/4. [Reviews resolution]

4.6.1.5. JohnF:  Is there an objection to accept this resolution. None.  Hearing none, the resolution is accepted.

4.6.1.6. Srini: Adachi/5. [Reviews]  

4.6.1.7. GregC: I think we should add a note reaffirming the previous recommendation of the group.

4.6.1.8. Srini: The commenter already included this reference.

4.6.1.9. JohnF: Any further comments? Is there an objection to accepting the resolution?  None. Hearing none, the resolution is accepted.

4.6.1.10. Srini: Next is Benveniste/1.  I move to reconsider Benveniste/1

4.6.1.11. Second JohnK.

4.6.1.12. JohnF:  What new information is available to support this reconsideration?

4.6.1.13. Srini: We agreed this morning that we would not discriminate against comments referring to old text. 

4.6.1.14. JohnF:  Is there discussion on the motion? None.  Very well, the motion to reconsider requires 2/3.  The vote is  7-1-0, the motion passes, the resolution is reopened.

4.6.1.15. Srini: The new proposal is “Comment declined.  If this comment were to be accepted, this would leave the condition of single NAV operation undefined.”

4.6.1.16. JohnK seconds.

4.6.1.17. JohnF: Is there any discussion? None.  Hearing none, we shall vote.  The vote passes 7-1-0, the comment is accepted.

4.6.1.18. Srini: I now would like to act on Ohara/1.  The resolution was covered by this mornings motion.

4.6.1.19. JohnF:  Is there any discussion? None.  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this resolution? None. The resolution is accepted unanimously.

4.6.1.20. Srini: I now would like to act on Ohara/2, also covered with this morning’s motion.

4.6.1.21. JohnF: Is there any discussion? None.   Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting the resolution as shown?  None. The resolution is accepted unanimously.

4.6.1.22. Srini: I now wish to act on OHara/3 also covered with this morning’s motion.

4.6.1.23. JohnF: Is there any discussion? None.  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this resolution?  None.  The resolution is accepted unanimously.

4.6.1.24. Srini: I now wish to cover Soomro/4.  We tried to contact the commenter without success.  The group is having trouble understanding the comment.  The proposed resolution is  “Comment declined.   What the commenter describes should not happen as +CF-Ack frame cannot be sent in the middle of a TXOP/SP.”

4.6.1.25. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on this resolution? None. Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting it? None.  Hearing none, the resolution is accepted unanimously.

4.6.1.26. JohnF:  Before I ask about the document approval, is there any resolution anyone would like to pull out of the previously discussed ad-hoc resolutions?  None.  Does anyone need more time to consider this? None. Hearing none,  would anyone like to pull out a resolution? None.   Very well, hearing none,  I shall entertain a motion to accept the document.

4.6.1.27. Srini:  I wish to so move:

4.6.1.28. Move to accept the resolutions written in document 04/1590r5 as the responses of the Task Group e to the fourth recirculation letter ballot.

4.6.1.29. JohnK seconds

4.6.1.30. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion? None.  We shall vote.  The vote is 8-0-0 and passes unanimously.  The document’s resolutions have been accepted.

4.6.1.31. Srini: The document will be placed on the server this evening.

4.6.1.32. JohnF:  Several of the “no” voters have agreed to change their votes based on examination of the responses.  Srini, please send all three no voters who have worked with us today e-mails marked urgent to speed their examination of the resolutions.   

4.7. Closing

4.7.1. Recess

4.7.1.1. Is there anything else?  Hearing none, is there any objection to recess?

4.7.1.2. Hearing none, we are in recess.

4.7.1.3. Recessed at 3:14 pm.

5. Wednesday Afternoon Session, January 19, 2005

5.2. Opening

5.2.1. Call to order

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

5.2.1.2. Meeting called to order at 1:36 pm.

5.2.1.3. JohnF: We shall approve the last draft, available since about 10 pm yesterday.  We shall also have to look at the time line in order to synchronize with RevCom.  We have been able to close on all of the comments from the last recirculation, and have approved them.  Is there any motion to reconsider for an alternative to a comment?  This would  be the time to do it.

5.2.1.4. JohnK: Point of order, if there is something to reconsider, it must refer to new information, correct?

5.2.1.5. JohnF: Yes.

5.2.1.6. Mathilde: I would like to reconsider for technical and procedural reasons.  I would like to reconsider a comment of mine, declined because it did not refer to text shown in the last draft.  My comment did address a previous draft, and was submitted as a result of discussions with other group members following the previous resolution’s recirculation.

5.2.1.7. Srini: Point of order.  The comment was reconsidered yesterday.

5.2.1.8. Mathilde: In considering the comment, I would like to present the proposed solution, simpler than before and does not impact anybody in the short term.  WMM products would not be impacted.  The change is a precaution to allow HCCA to be used for high-density voice, in case we need it.  With the present standard we have compromised the original integrity of the DCF NAV by providing a mix of EDCA and HCCA operations.

5.2.1.9. JohnF: Let us process the request for reconsideration.

5.2.1.10. JohnK: Point of order – the comment resolution included this information.

5.2.1.11. Mathilde: I did not have the opportunity to share the details.

5.2.1.12. JohnF:  In my opinion, the presentation constitutes new information.  I am inclined to consider the reconsideration in order.  After that vote, you can take into consideration the merits of the new information.

5.2.1.13. JohnK:  Mathilde was not in the room during the vote, and was not on the winning side of the vote.

5.2.1.14. Motion to reconsider:  Guido Hertz (present during the vote and meeting other requirements for reconsideration motion)

5.2.1.15. JohnF: Is there a second who was in the room yesterday?

5.2.1.16. Second Srini

5.2.1.17. JohnF: Is there any discussion on reconsideration?

5.2.1.18. JohnK: Document 1070r4 was referenced on the comment. The proposed added text causes the following paragraph’s state behavior specification to be incomplete.  I speak against the motion, and I believe it will generate new “no” votes.  

5.2.1.19. EdRoyce: I believe that the commenter’s intention was not to exclude the single-NAV case.

5.2.1.20. Mathilde:  I would like to explain why there is no need to add new text for the single NAV case.  I would like to provide more information why the solution is needed.  It will cost nothing.

5.2.1.21. JohnK: call the question

5.2.1.22. Srini seconds

5.2.1.23. Tim: Would this hazard approval of the draft this session?

5.2.1.24. JohnF: This could prevent us from meeting the time requirements for document changes and still proceed with recirculation.  Let us vote.  The vote is 6-21-0.  The motion to reconsider fails.  Is there any other candidate for reconsideration? None.  Seeing none, we shall pursue the closing items.  We must approve the draft, approve a new recirculation, and discuss provisions for a second recirculation between meetings.  That way we can be ready for the March meeting without any problems.

5.2.1.25. Srini: Draft 12.1 has been on the server since last night. The draft incorporates O’Hara’s suggestions as well as the other approved comment resolutions.

5.2.1.26. JohnK: I wish to move:

5.2.1.27. Authorize the editor to issue draft 13.0 based on draft 12.0 and the resolutions   written in document 05/1580r5.

5.2.1.28. Moved JohnK

5.2.1.29. Second Shravan 

5.2.1.30. JohnF: Is there any discussion.  None.  We shall vote on the motion.  Vote passes unanimously 21-0-1

5.2.1.31. JohnK: I wish to make another motion.

5.2.1.32. Believing that sponsor ballot comment responses in 11-05-1580r5 and the document mentioned below satisfy IEEE-SA rules for sponsor ballot recirculation

5.2.1.33. Authorize a SB recirculation of the 802.11e draft 13.0 to conclude no later than 02/15/2005

5.2.1.34. Moved JohnK

5.2.1.35. Second TimG 

5.2.1.36. JohnF:  Is there any discussion? None.  Let us vote.  The vote passes unanimously 21-0-1. 

5.2.1.37. JohnF:  In order to be ready to March RevCom…

5.2.1.38. Srini: The next RevCom session is in March.  It would be good to provide for a recirculation before March, in February.

5.2.1.39. JohnF:  I recommend we follow Srini’s suggestion to plan for a possible meeting before the March meeting.

5.2.1.40. JohnK : I request a straw poll to see how many are in favor of an interim meeting.  Vote is 11-1-3 for holding an interim meeting.

5.2.1.41. Mathilde: I request a straw poll. How many people would attend the interim meeting? Vote is 6-7-2 (uncertain).

5.2.1.42. Srini: I have a motion

5.2.1.43. Believing that TGe will pass motions resulting in sponsor ballot comment responses and a draft that satisfy IEEE-SA rules for sponsor ballot recirculation at a duly authorized meeting conducted in good order.

5.2.1.44. Conditionally authorize TGe to request a SB recirculation ballot to conclude no later than 3/15/2005, conditional on the existence of a comment response database and document by TGe meeting rules for sponsor ballot.

5.2.1.45. JohnK seconds.

5.2.1.46. JohnF:  Any discussion? None. We shall vote.  The vote is 16-0-2, the motion passes unanimously.

5.2.1.47. Srini: I have crafted an ad-hoc meeting announcement:

5.2.1.48. 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 WG802.11 and believing the meeting will be announced at least 30 days in advance using the WG 802.11 reflector,

5.2.1.49. Announce an ad-hoc meeting to be held by TGe prior to 2/25/2005 at Florham Park, NJ.

5.2.1.50. JohnK seconds.

5.2.1.51. JohnF: Discussion?  We shall vote.  The vote passes 17-0-0 unanimously.

5.2.1.52. JohnF:  We now have a good chance to meet the December RevCom cycle.  Is there anything else anyone wishes to bring before the group? None.  

5.3. Closing

5.3.1. Recess

5.3.1.1. Is there any objection to adjourning?  None.  Hearing none we are adjourned until March.

5.3.1.2. Adjourn at 2:43 pm.
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