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Wireless LANs 

Approved Minutes of the IEEE P802.11 Full Working Group 

May 12 - 16, 2003 

Hyatt DFW, Dallas - Fort Worth, Texas, USA 

Joint 802.11 / 802.15 Opening Plenary: Monday, May 12, 2003 
1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. 
1.1.2. 

1.1.3. 
1.1.4. 
1.1.5. 

1.2.1. 

1.2.2. 
1.2.3. 
1.2.4. 

1.3.1. 
1.3.1.1. 
1.3.1.2. 
1.3.1.3. 
1.3.1.4. 
1.3.1.5. 

1.3.1.6. 

Meeting called to order by Bob Heile at 08:00.  
The agenda of the 79th session of 802.11 is in doc.: IEEE 11-03-
271r3, This session is including 802.15, 802.16, 802.18 RREG 
TAG, 802.19 Coexistence TAG, and 802.20. 
Secretary – Tim Godfrey 
Straw Poll of new attendees at this meeting: 34 
There are approximately 500 members registered for this meeting. 
There are  185  people in the room. 

1.2. Announcements 
Bob Heile introduces the officers of 802.11, 802.15, 802.16, 802.18, 
802.19, and 802.20. 
The logistics of breaks and meals are read to the group.  
The social arrangements for Wednesday evening are reviewed.  
The 802.15 server has been renamed to “MARS”. 

1.3. Policies and procedures 
Al Petrick reviews document 00/278r6 

Review of WG officers and duties 
Operating rules priorities and documents are reviewed. 
Rules for registration and media recording are presented. 
Review of the attendance list rules. 
The rules for gaining and maintaining voting rights are presented. 

Al Petrick reviews the rules on Patents, according to the standard 
bylaws. All members must be aware of this policy. 
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6. Patents

IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent 
applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or 
applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory 
and optional portions of the standard. This assurance shall be provided without 
coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation when a patent 
becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assurance shall be a 
letter that is in the form of either 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not enforce any of its 
present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement the 
proposed IEEE standard against any person or entity using the patent(s) to 
comply with the standard or 

b) A statement that a license will be made available without compensation or 
under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that are 
demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's 
approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that 
period.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

Slide #1 Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board – December 2002  

Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings

Don’t discuss licensing terms or conditions

Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions or 
market share

Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed… do 
formally object.

If you have questions,
contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator
at patcom@ieee.org

Slide #2 Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board – December 2002  
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1.3.1.7. 

1.4.1. 
1.4.2. 

1.4.2.1. 

1.4.2.2. 

1.4.2.3. 
1.4.2.4. 

1.5.1. 

1.5.2. 
1.5.3. 

1.5.3.1. 
1.5.4. 

1.5.4.1. 

1.6.1. 

1.6.2. 

1.7.1. 

1.7.2. 
1.7.3. 

1.7.4. 

1.7.5. 

1.7.6. 

1.7.6.1. 
1.7.6.2. 
1.7.6.3. 
1.7.6.4. 

1.7.6.4.1. 
1.7.6.5. 

1.7.7. 

The copyright status and rules are reviewed. 

1.4. Server and electronic Attendance 
Al Petrick and Tim Godfrey 
Review of document 03/044r2 

We are switching over to 802wirelessworld.com for attendance. This 
is the new attendance application.  

Screen shots are shown for the new software application, and their 
usage 

The first-time login procedure is reviewed. 
The procedure for signing for attendance is reviewed. 

1.5. IP Statements 
Stuart J. Kerry has received statements from IBM, Philips, and 
Atheros 
Review the patents link on the 802.11 web site. 
The chair asks for any other IP statement? 

There is also another statement for Agere for 802.11i 
Are there any IP statements for 802.15, 802.16, 802.18, or 802.19, 
or 802.20?  

None 

1.6. Review of the agenda 
The agenda in document 03/271r3 is presented and reviewed by 
Stuart J. Kerry. 
The agenda is approved with unanimous consent. 

1.7. Network support and maintenance 
Bob Heile presents the current status of work for upgrading the 
network. 
The new operational software developed by Ideal is reviewed.  
Ideal Software is supporting the network only during office hours 
since they have only one person on site.  
The cost for professional network support works out to about $60 
per person. 
We had the alpha software demo in March. This meeting is beta. 
The full release will be in July. In August we will have a full 
deliverable of the software in August. 
Motion: Move to reaffirm software development activity with IDEAL 
for attendance, member database management, voting, and 
document control. 

Moved Al Petrick 
Second  Jim Allen 
Motion ID 403 
Discussion 

Will the code be owned by 802? Yes 
Vote (procedural): Motion passes 79  : 0 : 4 

There is a one-time software development effort for the local 
network for the internal meeting function.  
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1.7.8. 

1.7.8.1. 
1.7.8.2. 
1.7.8.3. 
1.7.8.4. 

1.7.8.5. 

1.7.8.6. 
1.7.8.7. 

1.7.8.8. 
1.7.8.9. 
1.7.8.10. 
1.7.8.11. 
1.7.8.12. 
1.7.8.13. 

1.7.8.14. 

1.7.8.15. 

1.7.8.16. 
1.7.8.17. 

1.8.1. 
1.8.1.1. 

1.8.2. 
1.8.3. 

1.8.3.1. 

1.8.3.2. 
1.8.3.3. 
1.8.3.4. 
1.8.3.5. 

1.9.1. 

We plan to have 2 people for on-site support, storage, installation, 
shipping, monitoring 7/24.  

Estimated cost is $10K for software, and $8K,  
Recurring cost $25K per meeting plus travel and expenses. 
If 802 also engages IDEAL, there will be a discount of 20%. 
There should be adequate reserves for the one time 

expenses of $16K.  
Meeting support should be able to be covered in the 

current $60 per person fee, assuming  
Motion : 
move to finalize a support contract with IDEAL for one 

year starting with the Sept 2003 interim. Also promote IDEAL 
as the support contract for 802 Plenary Meetings. 

Moved Al Petrick 
Second Jim Allen 
Motion ID 404 
Discussion 
Is there a quorum present to make these votes? 
The quorum status for this meeting is ambiguous. Unless there is 

objections we will proceed with the votes. 
What happens if 802 does not use IDEAL for Plenaries? We own the 

equipment and software. If 802 does not sign this contract, we will rely 
on volunteers for Plenary meetings. 

We could make another proposal to extend this service for the 
wireless groups to Plenary meetings? Yes. 

Vote: (procedural) passes 85: 0: 1 
Stuart J. Kerry reviews the total costs for conducting 

these meetings, including air fare, salary, food, hotel, etc. 
The estimated cost is $5900 per person, or  $3 million 
aggregate expense for the entire week. 

1.8. Interim Meetings 
September 2003 – Singapore 

The latest SARS update is on the website. Singapore has been 
removed from the CDC list. We are continuing the plan to have the 
meeting in Singapore. The leadership will continue to monitor the 
situation.  

January 2004 – Vancouver Jan 12-16 (hosted by 802) 
May 2004, September 2004, and January 2005. 

We have several locations in mind. Straw polls to determine group 
preferences. 

Baltimore Location (Inner Harbor Marriott) : 92 
Seoul Location (hosted by Samsung) : 58 
Anchorage Alaska : 83 
Europe (London, Amsterdam, Paris, etc): 134 

1.9. Financials 
No new information to report. We will report at the next Plenary 
meeting. 

1.10. Review of ExCom activities 
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1.10.1. 

1.11.1. 
1.11.2. 

1.12.1. 
1.12.2. 

1.13.1. 
1.13.2. 

1.14.1. 
1.14.2. 

1.14.2.1. 
1.14.2.2. 

1.14.2.2.1. 

1.14.2.3. 
1.14.2.4. 

1.14.3. 
1.14.3.1. 

1.14.3.2. 
1.14.3.3. 
1.14.3.4. 

1.14.3.5. 

1.14.3.6. 

1.15.1. 
1.15.2. 

1.15.3. 
1.15.4. 

1.15.5. 

1.15.6. 

802 ExCom minutes from March 2003 are on the MARS 
server. 

1.11. WG Voters Summary 
Document 01/402r12 
397 voters, 117 nearly. Potential 397. 432 aspirant, 700+ 

non-voters. 
1.12. Agenda for 802.11 

The 802.11 agenda for 802.11 is in 271r3. 
The agenda is approved with unanimous consent. 

1.13. Review and approve minutes 
Any matters from the March 2003 minutes? 
The minutes from March 2003 are approved with unanimous 

consent. 
1.14. Reaffirmation of 802.11-1999 

Terry Cole (WG Technical Editor) 
Status in Document 03/121r3  

802.11 reaffirmation status report. 
The results from the ballot  

Voter Pool 92. 74 for, 1 against, 4 abstain;   85% return 
ratio. 

One technical comment received.  
comment resolution response in 03/117r2 

Document 197r2 (editors report) 
Bob O’Hara and Terry Cole have guidelines for supporting 802.11m 

maintenance activities. Please see them for issues. 
Other TG technical editors will meet with TGm to coordinate 
We have several documents waiting for RevCom approval. 
We have an number of drafts available for sale including 802.11g 

Draft 8.2. 
We intend to create an ISO draft of 802.11-1999-2003 including 

802.11d 
Task Groups with drafts in Sponsor Ballot should notify the WG chair 

if they wish to create ISO drafts. 

1.15. TGe Report 
John Fakatselis 
In the middle of comment resolutions from LB 51, which 

passed with 83%.  
Planning to go to a recirculation.  
We had an ad-hoc two weeks ago, which will accelerate the 

process this week.  
The Ad Hoc minutes will be published before the TGe 

sessions start. 
We have about 500 remaining comments to resolve. We 

need to increase the rate of resolving comments to keep from 
falling behind schedule.  
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1.16. TGf Report 
1.16.1. 
1.16.2. 

1.16.2.1. 

1.16.3. 
1.16.4. 

1.16.5. 

1.17.1. 
1.17.1.1. 

1.17.1.2. 
1.17.1.3. 

1.17.1.4. 
1.17.1.5. 
1.17.1.6. 

1.17.1.7. 

1.17.1.8. 
1.17.1.9. 

1.17.1.10. 

1.17.1.11. 
1.17.1.12. 

1.18.1. 

1.18.2. 
1.18.2.1. 

1.18.2.2. 

1.19.1. 
1.19.1.1. 

1.20.1. 
1.20.2. 

Dave Bagby is not here 
Stuart Kerry gives the report 

There is a Microsoft Project report on the server showing the 
timelines for all Task Groups. 
TGf had a Sponsor Re 
3rd recirc. 73 in pool   61 for : 1 against : 2  abstain 64 return 

87% ration. Passed 98% 
Will be forwarded to RevCom for the June 11th meeting. We 

should see the reaffirmation first, then 802.11F, and then 802.11G 
1.17. TGg Report 

Matthew Shoemake 
The first sponsor ballot for draft 7.1. Closed April 4th. 96 in pool:  58 

for : 10 against : 9 abstain:   77 return 80% return, 85% approve.  
Draft 802.11g D8.2 will close on May 14th. 
There was an interim meeting in April 03.280 and 02/284 (minutes) 

are on the server. 
Comment resolutions in 03/281r16 
There were 79 comments. 61 accepted, 7 rejected, countered 11. 
At the end of the April meeting the draft was 8.1. It was discovered 

that one comment was not incorporated into the draft. The ballot was 
stopped, updated to 8.2, and re-started the ballot.  

The current draft is 8.2. It caused a one day delay, so the sponsor 
ballot closes on Wednesday.  

TGg will not meet Monday or Tuesday. 
The schedule is in document 03/75r6. We are on schedule. TGg is 

on RevCom agenda for June 11th and 12th. 
On the 11th RevCom will approve, and the Standards Board will 

approve on the 12th.  
Discussion 
If needed, can another recirculation be conducted before the 

RevCom? No. The recirculation ballot has to be opened before May 2nd. 
We could not open another one at this time. If we need another 
recirculation, we would go off the RevCom agenda until September.  

1.18. TGh Report 
Sponsor Ballot: 1st  recirculation:  53 for: 2 against: 4 abstain:  

, 80% return. Approved 96%. 
Mika Kasslin 

Will resolve comments this week. We will make changes to the draft 
and go to another recirculation. 

 

1.19. TGi Report 
Dave Halasz 

Continuing to address comments for LB52 

1.20. TGj Report 
Sheung Li 
LB 56 on draft 1.0 closes tonight. 
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1.20.3. 
1.20.4. 

1.21.1. 
1.21.2. 

1.21.3. 

1.21.4. 

1.21.5. 

1.22.1. 
1.22.2. 

1.23.1. 
1.23.2. 

1.23.3. 

1.23.4. 

1.24.1. 
1.24.2. 

1.24.3. 

1.24.4. 

1.25.1. 
1.25.2. 
1.25.3. 
1.25.4. 

1.25.5. 
1.25.5.1. 
1.25.5.2. 

We have about 49% return rate. 
Will begin addressing comments tomorrow 

1.21. TGk 
Richard Paine 
We will conclude work on vision and architecture. Working 

on a letter ballot draft, and accepting technical presentations. 
Technical issues: standardizing RSSI, voting the MIB into 

the specification. Beacon and Probe Response. Neighborhood and 
mapping concepts.  

Working on fast roaming and MIB support using 
measurements.  

Focusing on submitting a letter ballot in July. 
1.22. TGm 

Bob O’Hara 
TGm will meet on Wednesday. We have received 3 

interpretation requests. Will determine if any maintenance activity is 
needed.  

1.23. WNG 
Bruce Kraemer 
The purpose of WNG is to discuss new topics and potentially 

new task groups.  
This week will discuss Interworking with 3G and 4G phones, 

VoIP over WLAN, and Mesh Networking.  
There may be further submissions. If you have a topic or 

presentation, please contact Bruce Kraemer. 
1.24. High Throughput Study Group 

Jon Rosdahl 
HTSG submitted a PAR and 5 Criteria in March. They have 

until July to respond.  
The SG will meet this week to make progress for the future 

802.11n.  
Will discuss selection criteria, and have technical 

presentations. 
1.25. 802.15 review 

Bob Heile 
119 voters, 47 nearly, 147 aspirants 
Agenda and minutes will be approved on Wednesday. 
802.15.2 will not be meeting at this session. The draft has 

gone to RevCom. 
802.15.3 

John Barr.  
Completed Sponsor Ballot. 76 : 2 : 6  97% approval.  
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1.25.5.3. 
1.25.5.4. 
1.25.5.5. 

1.25.6. 
1.25.6.1. 

1.25.7. 
1.25.7.1. 

1.25.7.2. 
1.25.8. 

1.25.8.1. 
1.25.8.2. 
1.25.8.3. 
1.25.8.4. 

1.26.1. 
1.26.1.1. 

1.27.1. 
1.27.2. 
1.27.3. 

1.27.4. 
1.27.5. 
1.27.6. 
1.27.7. 

1.27.8. 
1.27.9. 
1.27.10. 

1.28.1. 
1.28.2. 
1.28.3. 
1.28.4. 
1.28.5. 
1.28.6. 

1.28.7. 
1.28.8. 

There were 9 unsatisfied comments.  
There were no comments on the final recirculation. 
Expecting approval on June 11th RevCom meeting. 

Maintenance PAR for 802.15.1 
Will draft PAR to update 802.15.1 to include Bluetooth 1.2 

802.15.4 Low Rate 
802.15.4 was approved in the continuous approval process of 

RevCom at the beginning of this month.  
It has gone to the Standards Board. 

802.15.3a UWB 
There were 23 PHY proposals in March. 
There are comments on the selection process. 
On Thursday AM there will an open forum with the proposers.  
The goal is to start down-selection in July. 

1.26. Publicity 
Brian Matthews 

Will receive reports from industry alliances. Will review 802.11G 
press releases. 

1.27. 802.16 
Brian Kiernan substituting for Roger Marks 
70 members and 23 observers.  
Fundamental standard was approved in April 2002. There 

are a number of conformance tests going on. 
802.16a for 2-11GHz has been published. 
802.16e Task Group is working on enhancements.  
802.16.2 went to RevCom. 
TGc Conformance for 10-66Ghz have had sponsor ballots. 

Supported by WiMax 
TGd – conformance for 802.16a.  
TGb WG ballot in July. 
802.16 a already supports Mesh topology. There will be an 

ad-hoc meeting on the topic this week. 
1.28. 802.18 Radio Regulatory 

Carl Stephenson 
Report in document  
Reviewing documents on RLAN regulatory 
Will review documents in meeting sessions.  
Reviewing comments on sharing TV channels 
Opening report in 18-03-030r0_RR-

TAG_Opening_Report.ppt 
NPRM on revamping band plan on TPC and DFS.  
Requesting more participation from Wireless Working 

Groups. 
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1.28.9. 

1.29.1. 
1.29.2. 
1.29.3. 

1.29.4. 
1.29.5. 

1.30.1. 
1.30.2. 
1.30.3. 
1.30.4. 

1.31.1. 
1.31.2. 

2.1.1. 
2.1.2. 

2.1.3. 

2.2.1. 

2.2.2. 

2.2.3. 
2.2.3.1. 
2.2.3.2. 

2.2.3.3. 

Need to appoint Liaisons to 802.18 who will attend 802.18 as 
their primary activity. 

1.29. 802.19 Coexistence 
Jim Lansford 
There are official liaisons with wireless working groups.  
Working on coex guidelines. Policies and procedures for 

Working Groups. 
WG rules were voted on. 
Will work on summarizing 802.15.3a proposals for coex 

issues. Will meet jointly with 15.3a. 
1.30. 802.20 MBWA 

Joint Vice Chairs : Mark Klerer, Jerry Upton 
Interim Chair position is vacant. 
There are 184 voting members.  
Matt Sherman will provide an update from the ExCom on 

election status on Wednesday.  
1.31. ExCom Study Group on Handoff 

Dave Johnston is chairing  
Looking for how to hand off between heterogeneous 802 

medium. 
1.32. Adjourn Joint Session  at 10:00AM 

2. Wednesday, May 14, 2003 
2.1. Opening 

The meeting is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 10:30AM.  
The agenda is in now IEEE 11-03-271r4. There are new old 
business and new business items. There are 154 people in the 
room. 
The chair asks if there are there any new IP statements? None 

2.2. Attendance recording 
Members need to update their profile information. The attendance 
program is being continually updated, so there are occasional 
outages. 
By August 1st there will be a new IEEE mail reflector. Since the 
March attendance list has not been delivered to some by the 
current reflector, the list is now on the server. 
Discussion 

There were four sessions to sign for on Monday – Why 
There will be a time to update attendance this afternoon for the 

whole week, for those who had problems.  
Logistics for the social are presented 

2.3. Agenda Review 
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2.3.1. 
2.3.2. 

2.3.2.1. 
2.3.3. 

2.4.1. 
2.4.1.1. 

2.4.2. 
2.4.2.1. 
2.4.2.2. 

2.4.2.3. 
2.4.2.4. 

2.4.2.5. 

2.4.2.6. 

2.4.3. 
2.4.3.1. 
2.4.3.2. 
2.4.3.3. 

2.4.3.4. 

2.4.3.5. 
2.4.3.5.1. 

2.4.4. 
2.4.4.1. 
2.4.4.2. 

2.4.4.3. 
2.4.5. 

2.4.5.1. 
2.4.6. 

2.4.6.1. 
2.4.6.2. 
2.4.6.3. 

2.4.6.4. 

2.4.6.5. 

2.4.6.6. 

Any new items in old or new business?  
Discussion 

What is item 5.3 with an HTSG prefix? It is about liaisons.  
The agenda is approved with unanimous consent. 

2.4. Liaison Reports 
802.11 to 802.1 – David Halasz 

No report 
802.11 to 802.15 – Mike Seals 

Document 03/383 
TG2 TG4 and TG4a SG and SG15.1a did not meet. Only 15.3 and 

15.3a had meetings. 
In TG3, they finalized comments and prepared for RevCom.  
In TG3a, there have been 12 refined proposals for the PHY. There 

are also other several technical contributions. 
We have additional technical contributions, and a Q&A session, and 

a joint meeting with 802.18. There will be editing on the selection 
process.  

Proposals will be presented in July, and then there will be the first 
down selection vote 

802.11 to 802.16 – Mika Kasslin 
Document 03/257 
No changes since March 2003.  
802.16 has been working on profiles for conformance testing. Also 

coexistence at 2-11GHz. The biggest group is 802.16e. 
Mobile Extensions is preparing the first draft and considering 

proposals. 
Discussion 

How is 802.16 mobility different than 802.20? Do we 
need a liaison? Yes 

802.11 to 802.18 – Dennis Kuahara 
No document 
The RR TAG has been working on documents on unlicensed use of 

TV broadcast spectrum, and on radio receiver regulations. Expecting to 
have motions at the closing plenary.  

Also working on policy and procedures for RR TAG. 
Wi-Fi Alliance – Bill Carney 

A report will be posted by tomorrow 
Jedec JC61 – Tim Wakeley 

Document 03/364 
Currently 43 member companies.  
BB-RF interface failed current ballot. Comments were resolved. Will 

reach consensus on next draft, starting in June.  
U/L MAC interface = the partitioning recommendations have been 

completed. The direction has changed – will adopt an electrical link layer 
of the RF-BB link to enable low gate count and low power for embedded. 
There will be a transport to map to PCI Express. 

U/L MAC will develop optional LLMAC DMA Master function and 
transport 

Ballots will start June 17th. Next meetings July (SF) Sept Santa 
Rosa, Nov in Santa Fe NM 
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2.4.7. 
2.4.7.1. 

2.4.8. 
2.4.9. 
2.4.10. 

2.4.10.1. 
2.4.11. 

2.4.11.1. 
2.4.11.2. 

2.4.11.3. 

2.4.11.4. 

2.4.11.5. 

2.4.11.6. 
2.4.12. 

2.4.12.1. 
2.4.12.2. 

2.4.12.3. 

2.4.12.4. 

2.4.12.5. 

2.5.1. 

2.5.2. 
2.5.2.1. 

2.5.2.1.1. 

2.5.3. 
2.5.3.1. 

2.6.1. 
2.6.2. 

2.6.3. 

CableLabs 
Presentation will be posted on the server later 

802.11 to P1394.1 – Peter Johannsen 
Not Present – This was the 3rd call. Peter is removed as Liaison. 

802.11 to 3GPP-SA2 – Barry ? 
Not Present - 2nd Call 

802.11 to IETF – Dorothy Stanley 
Document 03/378r0 
IETF is reviewing use if Radius in TGf. RFI process is acceptable, 

and comments will be accepted. 
TGi has requested information on EAP method credentials. See 

document 361 for information on information from TGi being sent to 
IETF. 

IETF have developed documents in response to 802.1 requests. 
Comments are requested. 

There is an IETF WG on Seamoby – context transfer across APs. 
Lightweight APs partitioned with centralized server architecture 
standardization. 

Working going on standardizing AES CCM 
802.11 from MMAC – Inoue-san 

Document 03/375 
MMAC T71 Ad Hoc Working Group. System called Hiswan-A 

comparable to 802.11a. Also have a wireless 1394 standard. 
ARIB STD-T71 is standardizing 802.11a for operation in Japan, 

consistent with 802.11J 
Topics discussed – conformance to Japanese regulations, channel 

numbering (consistent with 11J)  
Work on T71 version 2 is almost complete, and will be approved. 

There are remaining open issues, and the standard will have continuing 
revision. 

2.5. TGJ  Letter Ballot 56 Results 
The chair announces that the TGj letter ballot passes. 79% yes 
(172 votes)  21% No (45 votes), 11% abstain (28) 62% Return 
Ratio. There were 19 Invalid Votes. 
Complete results in Documents 388r0\ 

Discussion 
Don’t we need 75% return ratio? No the LMSC rules 

require 50% return ratio. 
Publicity – Brian Matthews 

Press release on 802.11g. Draft text in document 343 will be 
reviewed with 802.11g 

2.6. Operating Rules Update 
The current rules are in 00/331r4 
In March, we approved a motion to add the technical editor to the 
CAC. This has been added as 00/331r5, and the document is on 
the server. This will be voted on Friday. 
Additional changes are in R6, and will be considered in July. There 
will be changes proposed tomorrow AM in the CAC. Any additional 
changes should be brought to Al Petrick for consideration. 
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2.6.4. 
2.6.4.1. 

2.6.4.2. 

2.6.4.3. 
2.6.4.4. 

2.7.1. 

2.7.1.1. 
2.7.1.2. 
2.7.1.3. 
2.7.1.4. 

2.8.1. 

2.8.1.1. 
2.8.1.2. 
2.8.1.3. 

2.9.1. 

2.9.2. 

2.9.3. 
2.9.3.1. 

2.9.3.2. 

2.9.3.3. 

2.9.3.4. 

2.9.3.5. 

Discussion 
Letter Ballots end at midnight, but the time zone varies. This causes 

confusion, and should be standardized.  
The chair displays the list of ballots, and notes that the majority are 

Eastern time, and agrees that it should be Eastern Time.  
The Vice Chair will include this in the rules. 
Rather than Midnight, 11:59 is less confusing. Accepted. 

2.7. WG Technical Editor – Terry Cole 
Move that the WG accept the resolutions as found in doc 03-117r2 
and support approval of the 802.11-1999 (2003 edition) document 
from recirculation #2 at the July REVCOM meeting. By taking this 
action, the WG affirms that it believes the document is useful in its 
current form and contains no significant obsolete or erroneous 
information. 

Moved Terry Cole 
Second Matthew Shoemake 
Motion ID: 405 
Vote:  Motion Passes 94 : 0 : 1 

2.8. 802.18 RR TAG Motions 
Motion: To approve document  18-03-029r0-80218_Rep_Cmts_ET-
02-380.doc, authorizing the Chair of 802.18  to do necessary 
editorial and formatting changes, and file the document in a timely 
fashion with the FCC. 

Moved Carl Stephenson 
Second Colin Lansley 
Vote: Motion Passes 79 : 0 : 3 

2.9. HTSG Liaison – Adrian Stevens 
Seeking Guidance from the chair. The HTSG has created a study 
group to create usage scenarios. Need inputs from a broad 
audience. Will approach WFA for input. What it the process to 
obtain input from these groups?  
The chair suggests that the list of groups is discussed with the 
HTSG chair, and then brought to the WG plenary on Friday. 
Discussion 

Are new liaisons needed, or can existing designated liaisons be 
used? Existing liaisons should be used where possible, if they are not 
overworked. 

What is the job description for liaisons? Feels that this is in the scope 
of existing liaisons.  

If Liaisons wish to talk to organizations that we don’t have a liaison 
with, what is the process? The WG chair instructs to identify the group 
with him, and he will formalize the relationship by emails. 

What about regulatory liaisons? What are the implications of having 
multiple liaisons on regulatory matters? The WG chairs prefers having a 
single point of contact for regulatory matters.  

If 802.11 needs a liaison with another regulatory body, it is requested 
that it go through 802.18. 

2.10. Recess for Sub Groups 
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3. Friday, May 15, 2003 
3.1. Opening 

3.1.1. 

3.1.2. 
3.1.3. 
3.1.4. 
3.1.5. 

3.2.1. 
3.2.2. 

3.3.1. 

3.4.1. 

3.4.2. 

3.4.3. 

3.5.1. 
3.5.1.1. 
3.5.1.2. 
3.5.1.3. 

3.5.1.4. 

3.5.1.5. 

3.5.1.6. 
3.5.2. 

3.5.2.1. 
3.5.2.2. 
3.5.2.3. 

3.5.2.4. 

3.5.2.5. 
3.5.2.6. 
3.5.2.7. 

3.5.2.8. 
3.5.2.9. 

The meeting is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 8:00AM. 
Following the agenda in 03-271r4.  
There are 115 people in the room. 
The chair reviews the agenda.  
Any modifications to the agenda? None 
The agenda is approved without objection. 

3.2. Announcements 
The CAC meetings are announced 
There will be a closing meeting with Ideal Software this afternoon at 
2:00PM. 

3.3. IP Statements 
The Chair has received a LOA from Agere 

3.4. Documentation Update 
Documents are still being processed. Members are requested to 
not sync back into the DocKeeper folder. 
In the future, new document numbers will not be issued if 
outstanding documents are not submitted 
A new template for the first page will be brought in. 

3.5. Reports from Task Groups 
TGe – John Fakatselis 

Document 256r0 
Processing comments for LB51  
TGe will continue with teleconferences every week on Wednesday, 

starting May 21st at 12:00 eastern time. 
There will be an Ad-Hoc meeting the week of June 23 in Boulder 

Colorado. 
Objectives for July – continue resolution of LB51 and forward draft 

for recirculation ballot.  
Will John be present at the Interim? Yes he is planning on it. 

TGg – Matthew Shoemake 
Report in document 443r2 
Results from draft 8.2  64: 3 : 10   95.5% approval 
Review of outstanding “no” votes. New technical comments were 

withdrawn. 
Comment resolution: 22 comments received. 15 were editorial, 7 

technical. All comments were rejected. 
Resolutions in 11-03-381 
Draft 8.2 remains the current version. 
802.11g Draft 8.2 is on the agenda for IEEE RevCom consideration 

and final approval on June 12. 
Successive sponsor ballots have gone from 84% to 95.5% approval 
The IEEE publicity committee have drafted a press release, 

anticipating the final approval of 802.11G. 
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3.5.2.10. 

3.5.3. 
3.5.3.1. 
3.5.3.2. 
3.5.3.3. 
3.5.3.4. 

3.5.3.5. 
3.5.3.6. 

3.5.3.7. 
3.5.3.8. 

3.5.4. 
3.5.4.1. 
3.5.4.2. 

3.5.4.3. 

3.5.4.4. 
3.5.4.5. 
3.5.4.6. 
3.5.4.7. 

3.5.4.8. 

3.5.4.9. 

3.5.5. 
3.5.5.1. 
3.5.5.2. 
3.5.5.3. 
3.5.5.4. 
3.5.5.5. 

3.5.6. 
3.5.6.1. 
3.5.6.2. 

3.5.6.3. 
3.5.6.4. 
3.5.6.5. 

3.5.7. 
3.5.7.1. 
3.5.7.2. 
3.5.7.3. 

3.5.7.4. 

The Task Group passed a motion to request final approval of 
802.11G. 

TGh – Mika Kasslin 
Report in document 03-410r0 
Draft 3.6 was in sponsor recirculation ballot. 
Sponsor ballot result  53 : 2 : 4,  96% approval 
There were 19 comments, all were resolved. 8 accepted, 7 declined. 

Resolutions in document 350r2 
Updated draft is 802.11h D3.11 
Schedule: will conduct another recirculation, process comments in 

July, and ask for approval. 
Discussion 
What was the vote for 2nd recirculation? It was 11: 0 : 0.  

TGi – Dave Halasz 
Report in document  
There will be an ad-hoc 802.11i “Ad-Hoc” June 24, 25 & 26 in 

Bretton Woods, NH 
There were 2073 comments on LB52. 1527 have been addressed 

and 546 have been rejected. All comments have been addressed.  
A recirculation will be conducted on draft 4.0 
Objective for July: Process comments on recirculation. 
Discussion 
What about selling the updated draft for WPA? We will hold off 

releasing the update.  
Who is the contact person for questions regarding draft sale and 

availability.  
The WG chair states that drafts are not available until the Task 

Group has recommended that it is available for sale. 
TGj – Sheung Li 

Document 432r0 
Addressed all 279 comments on 802.11j D1.0 
Approved the TG editor to create a new draft 
Will issue recirculation ballot in July. 
The TG chair notes that voting in the last 6 hours is a problem for the 

TG. Also, notes that abstentions are allowed only for lack of technical 
expertise. Please follow LB instructions, and do not modify or reformat 
the comment form. Do not put comments in the body of the email. 

TGk – Richard Paine 
Document 438r0 
Had 20 technical presentations. Conducted votes on technical 

content of draft. 
The group has completed a “bare bones” draft.  
Planning to conduct letter ballot at July meeting. 
Weekly teleconferences will continue each week. 

TGm – Bob O’Hara 
Document 351r0 
Processed 4 interpretation requests. 
Starting to develop updates to the standard based on interpretations 

and other inputs. 
Review of procedure for submitting interpretation requests. 
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3.5.7.5. 

3.5.7.6. 
3.5.7.7. 

3.5.7.8. 

3.5.7.9. 
3.5.7.9.1. 

3.5.8. 
3.5.8.1. 
3.5.8.2. 
3.5.8.3. 

3.5.8.3.1. 
3.5.8.3.2. 
3.5.8.3.3. 
3.5.8.3.4. 
3.5.8.3.5. 
3.5.8.3.6. 

3.5.8.4. 
3.5.8.5. 

3.5.8.6. 
3.5.8.7. 

3.5.8.7.1. 

3.5.9. 
3.5.9.1. 
3.5.9.2. 
3.5.9.3. 
3.5.9.4. 
3.5.9.5. 
3.5.9.6. 
3.5.9.7. 

3.5.10. 
3.5.10.1. 
3.5.10.2. 
3.5.10.3. 

3.5.10.4. 
3.5.10.5. 

3.5.10.6. 

3.5.10.7. 

3.5.10.8. 

Interpretation request topics: Status Codes, Result Codes, 802.11a 
legal channels, Mystery request? 

Responses in documents 401 through 404.  
A motion was passed to forward those responses to the working 

group for approval. 
In July, will continue to process interpretation requests and review 

submitted documents. There may be changes to the standard based on 
these documents. 

Discussion 
Is there one place where we can see all the 

interpretation requests for 802.11? The WG chair notes that 
there is a page on the IEEE SA site. There is a form on the 
802.11 web site for interpretation requests. 

WNG – Bruce Kraemer 
Document 436 
Exploring possible study groups or extensions to wireless LAN. 
Topics:  

ESS Ad Hoc,  
TR41 VoIP activities,  
WLAN and 3G InterWorking,  
Radio Regulatory,  
Data Compression for WLAN 
DSRC (Dedicated Short Range Communication) SG 

proposal 
There was a meeting of WIG (IEEE, ETSI, MMAC).  
There were discussion regarding FCC proposals to extend the 

WLAN spectrum. 
There is also consideration of the 4.9GHz US public safety bands. 
Discussion 

Does WNG wish to have a regulatory update, please 
email them to the 802.18 chair, Carl Stephenson. 

Publicity – Brian Matthews 
Document 03-342r0 
Reviewed reports from industry trade groups 
Reviewed 802.11g press release (doc 343) text 
Reviewed & discussed .11/.15 websites 
Reviewed IEEE802 background document 
Reviewed reports from other 802Wireless groups 
Received update on WiMedia, Zigbee, and WiMax. 

High Throughput Study Group – Jon Rosdahl 
Document 333r1 
There were 121 attendees. 
Special committees were formed to provide input to develop 

selection criteria: Channel Model and Usage Model special committees. 
Teleconferences will be scheduled for these committees. 
July Objective – get the task group created – respond to PAR 

comments, etc.  
Will continue the process in the PAR to prepare a methodology to 

come to consensus.  
We had the chair-elect of TGn during the HTSG meetings to 

coordinate. 
The WG chair thanks Jon for his help with the Study Group. 
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3.6. WG Editors Report – Terry Cole 
3.6.1. 
3.6.2. 

3.7.1. 
3.7.2. 
3.7.3. 

3.7.4. 
3.7.5. 

3.8.1. 
3.8.1.1. 
3.8.1.2. 
3.8.1.3. 
3.8.1.4. 

3.8.1.5. 

3.8.1.6. 

3.8.1.7. 

3.8.2. 
3.8.2.1. 
3.8.2.2. 
3.8.2.3. 
3.8.2.4. 

3.9.1. 
3.9.1.1. 

3.9.1.1.1. 
3.9.1.1.2. 
3.9.1.1.3. 

3.9.2. 

Nothing new to add to document 197.  
Objectives – continue to work with IEEE staff on publications. Will 
bring information, and coordinate with TG editors according to 
guidance from IEEE SA. Will continue to develop balloting process. 

3.7. WG Rules Update 
Document 442r0 
Current operating rules are 331r4 
Document 331r5 has been posted to incorporate announced and 
proposed changes. Other changes presented to the CAC. 
Proposed changes in 434r1 with miscellaneous minor changes. 
These will be discussed in the opening Plenary in July. They will be 
voted upon at the July Closing plenary, and in effect in September. 
As document 00/331r6 

3.8. Other WG Updates 
RR TAG Update – Carl Stephenson 

document 18-03-035r0 
Prepared and approved regulatory filings for FCC 
Documents will be available on the 802.18 website 
In July, will report on the results of WRC-03 on the globally 

harmonized allocation at 5 GHz for wireless access systems, including 
RLANs 

Dennis Kuahara has been assisting 802.18 on an informal basis. He 
will become Vice Chair of 802.18 formally. The TAG members confirmed 
this appointment. 

The FCC did issue an R&O on ET02-098. The amateur radio service 
was elevated to primary at 2400-2402. They did not get primary for 
satellite operation which minimized the problem of aggregate 
interference. The commission did defend the part 15 operations as 
worthy of consideration. 

The FCC did adopt an NPRM on adding 5470 to 5725 to the UNII 
bands. This sets the US position going into the WRC in June. 

802.19  Coexistence TAG – Adrian Stephens 
Document 19-03-018r0 
There was a report from TIA TR41 
Report on TGn coexistence issues 
802.19 will work with 802.15.3a on coexistence models. Document 

will be provided by Coex TAG. 

3.9. WG Motions 
TGg Motions 

Move to forward IEEE 802.11g Draft 8.2 to the IEEE 802 SEC and 
the RevCom for final approval 

Motion ID 408 
Moved Matthew Shoemake on behalf of TGg 
Vote:  Motion passes 102 : 0 : 2 

TGh Motions 
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3.9.2.1. 

3.9.2.1.1. 
3.9.2.1.2. 
3.9.2.1.3. 
3.9.2.1.4. 

3.9.3. 
3.9.3.1. 

3.9.3.1.1. 
3.9.3.1.2. 
3.9.3.1.3. 

3.9.4. 
3.9.4.1. 

3.9.4.1.1. 
3.9.4.1.2. 
3.9.4.1.3. 

3.9.4.1.3.1. 

3.9.4.1.4. 
3.9.5. 

3.9.5.1. 

3.9.5.1.1. 
3.9.5.1.2. 
3.9.5.1.3. 
3.9.5.1.4. 

3.9.5.1.4.1. 

3.9.5.1.5. 
3.9.5.2. 

3.9.5.2.1. 
3.9.5.2.2. 
3.9.5.2.3. 
3.9.5.2.4. 

3.9.5.2.4.1. 

3.9.5.2.5. 
3.9.6. 

3.9.6.1. 

Move to request an 802  ExCom email ballot on the question of 
conditional approval to forward to RevCom (Procedure 10) Draft 3.11 of 
IEEE 802.11h 

Moved Mika Kasslin  
Second Colin 
Motion ID 409 
Vote: passes 101 : 0 : 2 

TGi Motions  
Believing that comment responses in 11-03/406r0 and motions duly 

adopted in TGi will enable the editor to produce the 802.11i draft 4.0 that 
satisfies WG 802.11 rules for letter ballot recirculation, instruct the editor 
to produce draft 4.0 and authorize a 15 day LB recirculation to conclude 
no later than 6/12/2003. 

Moved Dave Halasz on behalf of TGi 
Motion ID 410 
Vote:  passes 100 : 4 : 2 

TGm Motions 
Motion: That the working group accept the interpretation responses 

contained in documents 03-401, 03-402, 03-403, and 03-404 and 
forward them to Linda Gargiulo at the IEEE office as the official response 
of the 802.11 working group. 

Moved Bob O’Hara on behalf of TGm 
Motion ID 411 
Discussion 

The TG chair reads the specific responses to the 
interpretation requests as drafted by the TGm Task 
Group. 
Vote: passes 93 : 0 : 4 

Publicity Motions 
Motion: Believing that the approval of 802.11g is newsworthy and 

that information in 11-03-343R2 is accurate and appropriate for a press 
release,  approve transmission of aforementioned document to IEEE-SA 
marketing staff. 

Moved Brian Matthews 
Second Carl Andren 
Motion ID 412 
Discussion 

Document 343R2 is presented to the group and 
reviewed by Brian Matthews. 
Vote: passes 106 : 0 : 0 

Motion: Believing that the approval of 802.11f is newsworthy,  
approve transmission of a draft press release to IEEE-SA marketing 
staff. 

Moved Brian Matthews 
Second Jon Rosdahl 
Motion ID 413 
Discussion 

This empowers Brian Matthews and Stuart Kerry 
to draft a press release after the meeting 
Vote : passes 85 : 0 : 5 

HTSG Motions 
Move to authorize the HTSG “Channel Model Special Committee” 

and “Usage Model Special Committee” to hold bi-weekly Conference 
Calls with no less than a 30 day notice after this May 802.11 Interim 
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Session, and continue until the September 802.11 Interim Session in 
accordance with 802.11 rules. 
3.9.6.1.1. 
3.9.6.1.2. 
3.9.6.1.3. 
3.9.6.1.4. 

3.9.7. 
3.9.7.1. 

3.9.7.1.1. 
3.9.7.1.2. 
3.9.7.1.3. 
3.9.7.1.4. 

3.10.1. 

3.10.2. 
3.10.2.1. 

3.11.1. 

3.12.1. 

Moved Jon Rosdahl on behalf of HTSG 
Second Irwin Noble 
Motion ID 414 
The motion is adopted with unanimous consent 

802.18 Motions 
Motion: To approve document 18-03-

033r0_Cmts_Rcvr_Stds_NOI_ET-03-65.doc, authorizing the Chair of 
802.18  to do necessary editorial and formatting changes, and file the 
document in a timely fashion with the FCC. 

Moved Carl Stephenson on behalf of 802.18 
Second Dennis Kuahara 
Motion ID 415 
The motion is approved with unanimous consent. 

3.10. New Business 
All Task Groups , Working Groups, and committees are 

called by name? None had any motions 
Any other business? 

Is there a liaison to 802.16 from 802.11? The chair states that Mika 
Kasslin is the liaison to 802.16. 

3.11. Next Meeting 
July 20-25 at the Hyatt Regency in San Francisco 

3.12. Adjourn 
The meeting is adjourned at 10:00AM 
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1. Monday Morning, May 12, 2003 

1.1. Opening 

1.1.1. 
1.1.1.1. 

1.1.2. 
1.1.2.1. 

1.1.2.2. 

1.1.2.3. 
1.1.2.4. 
1.1.2.5. 
1.1.2.6. 

1.1.3. 
1.1.3.1. 

1.1.3.2. 

1.1.4. 
1.1.4.1. 

1.1.4.2. 

1.1.4.3. 

1.1.4.4. 
1.1.4.5. 

1.1.4.6. 

Call to order 
John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 10:35am (delayed due to 

meeting room setup). 

Review of the agenda (JohnF) 
Tentative meeting schedule: 11-03-271r2-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-May-

2003.xls 
JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.  Relative to the original agenda, we have 

been given extra time.  {Secretary’s aside:  In fact, there are only 3 non-TGe 
timeslots during the whole week.} 

Fixed time 7:30pm Thursday, 15 May 2003. 
Review minutes from previous meeting 
Call for papers. 
Fixed Time Items are on the agenda.  

Approval of the agenda 
JohnF:  I ask the voting members, are there any objections to approving this 

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

Discussion on the letter ballot comment resolutions 
JohnF:  About 475 comments remain after the Interim Ad-Hoc meeting in 

Briarcliff Manor. 
Rolf De Vegt (RolfV):  Are there plans to do a recirculation ballot from this 

meeting? 
JohnF:  Would like to, but at the current rate (about 100 per meeting), it is 

unlikely.  It is still our goal. 
RolfV:  So the goal is about 10 months more? 
JohnF:  No; originally we set up this meeting as the goal; but am looking for 

anything. 
Matthew Sherman(MatthewS):  I was hoping for July; is that not possible? 
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1.1.4.7. 

1.1.4.8. 

1.1.4.9. 

1.1.4.10. 

1.1.4.11. 

1.2.1. 
1.2.1.1. 
1.2.1.2. 

1.2.2. 
1.2.2.1. 

1.2.2.2. 

1.2.2.3. 

1.2.2.4. 
1.2.2.5. 

1.2.3. 

1.2.3.1. 

1.2.3.2. 

1.2.3.3. 
1.2.3.4. 

1.3.1. 
1.3.1.1. 

1.3.1.2. 

JF:  My message this time is that we really need to streamline the process to 
figure out how we can get there either now or July.  We need to figure out 
what is the most efficient way. 

Srini Kandala (SriniK):  Probably won’t be able to do 475 comments by July, but 
we need to keep that option open. 

MatthewS:  According to what Srini just said, we should be able to do them by 
September. 

JohnF: The 10 month number just came out of basic addition.  Would like to 
concentrate now on the process.  We will still have a goal of getting to 
sponsor ballot earlier.  Are there any objections to this? 

{There were no comments or objections to this summary.} 

1.2. Review of 802.11 policies and rules 

Straw Poll 
JohnF:  How many new participants are here? 
JohnF:  I count about 5-6 people. 

The chair reviews voting rules and the process (JohnF) 
Votes are for voting members only; if new members wish to bring up a motion, 

they have to talk to a voting member. 
Non-voters are allowed to participate in discussion, at the discretion of the chair. 

Non-voters cannot bring a motion. 
We may split the group into ad-hoc groups that address specific groups of 

comments.  We will be using this room for these ad-hoc groups.  Ad-hoc 
groups need to document their work and propose their motions. 

Are there any comments or questions on this process? 
Hearing none, I am going over a summary of the last meeting. 

Review of Last Meeting, Briarcliff Manor Ad-Hoc and Another 
Teleconference 

JohnF:  In Briarcliff Manor we resolved another 100 technical comments, and had 
resolved about 100 in the previous Interim meeting. 

JohnF:  I believe John Kowalski has posted minutes from that meeting on the 
server. 

JohnF:  We need to review briefly the past meetings. 
SriniK:  We had 6 teleconferences in which we have resolved about 80 

comments; and one ad-hoc in which we resolved 113.  All are noted in 020r7.  
The ones in green were completely agreed; ones in yellow had at least one 
objection; for the ones in red we couldn’t come to a general agreement. 

1.3. Approval of minutes of March Meeting 

Request for approval 
JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the March 2003 

meeting in Dallas? 
JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of March 2003 are approved with unanimous 

consent. 
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1.4. Papers 

1.4.1. 
1.4.1.1. 
1.4.1.2. 
1.4.1.3. 
1.4.1.4. 
1.4.1.5. 
1.4.1.6. 
1.4.1.7. 
1.4.1.8. 

1.4.1.9. 

1.4.1.10. 
1.4.1.11. 
1.4.1.12. 

1.4.1.13. 
1.4.1.14. 
1.4.1.15. 

1.4.1.16. 
1.4.1.17. 

1.4.1.18. 

1.4.2. 
1.4.2.1. 

1.4.2.2. 

1.4.2.3. 

1.4.2.4. 

1.4.2.5. 

1.4.2.6. 

1.4.2.7. 

Call for papers 
JohnF:  What papers are available to be presented? 
SriniK:  I have five papers:  18r0,  287r0, 293r0, 119r0, and 294r0. 
JohnF:  Are any of these from the ad-hoc meetings? 
SriniK:  293r0 is directly from an ad-hoc meeting. 
JohnF:  And we need to cover the ad-hoc results. 
SriniK:  63r5 covers the teleconferences; the rest are in 20r7. 
JohnF:  How many comments are covered in these papers? 
SriniK:  The DLP is 40 comments; one covers 5 comments; the others are one 

comment each. 
MatthewS:  I have five documents that I’m putting up on servers; have only 

normative text documents now; need to have a slide or two on each one.  I’d 
suggest five small presentations. 

Sid Schrum (SidS):  312 is the multicast. 
Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  My presentation is 292. 
Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  Will have a paper on Thursday on EDCF covering 

admission control comments. 
MatthewS:  I believe this will be a long paper, could you summarize it? 
ThomasK:  I will try. 
Amjad Soomro (AmjadS):  Will have two papers on scheduling, both with 

comment resolutions – about 4-5 comments total. 
JohnF:  So far I count about 20 documents. 
MathildeB:  Srini and I have another paper.  Also a joint presentation with 

Matthew Sherman (292 and 294).  Another presentation on TSPECs.  And 
one on AFS revisited (149r2), which addresses 7-8 comments.  The 
normative text has not changed since r1, so I can present this today. 

JohnF:  So four more papers; these papers might cover over 100 comments;  so 
it will be very helpful if these papers can guide us forward.  Total is about 5 
people presenting 

Discussion of procedures for handling comments 
JohnF:  We are definitely going to divide up again to address comments in ad-

hoc groups.  Between the papers and these ad-hoc meetings we might be 
able to cover half of the remaining comments this week.  I have discussed 
comment groupings with the Editor (Srini Kandala) and believe we can break 
up into ad-hocs meeting on these groups.  But I would like to take 
suggestions on how we could proceed. 

RolfV:  The comments that the ad-hoc meetings couldn’t decide can’t be broken 
up into those groups? 

JohnF:  We have some comments that are so controversial that we can’t get 
even 5 people to agree. 

SriniK:  On the red comments we had widely different opinions; I believe we just 
need to put those to a vote. 

MatthewS:  I believe there may still be a bit of low hanging fruit; but I believe that 
we should push those off and instead start working on the red comments. 

RolfV:  I suggest that to move things faster by going to votes faster.  We have 
been too polite;  suggest we do a straw poll, then a vote an move on. 

MatthewS:  Agree with Rolf.  Maybe we want to have a timer with 10 minutes of 
debate, max.  Question is what to do resolutions to red comments.  I believe it 
should be debated on the floor.  But what alternate resolutions 
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1.4.2.8. 

1.4.2.9. 

1.4.2.10. 

1.4.2.11. 

1.4.2.12. 

1.4.2.13. 
1.4.2.14. 

1.4.2.15. 
1.4.2.16. 
1.4.2.17. 

1.4.2.18. 

1.4.2.19. 

1.4.2.20. 
1.4.2.21. 

1.4.2.22. 
1.4.2.23. 
1.4.2.24. 

1.4.2.25. 
1.4.2.26. 
1.4.2.27. 
1.4.2.28. 

1.4.2.29. 

1.4.2.30. 
1.4.2.31. 

1.4.2.32. 
1.4.2.33. 

1.4.2.34. 

1.4.2.35. 

RolfV:  I agree with the time box; maybe give people 5 minutes to come up with 
an alternate resolution. 

MathildeB:  In the past we ended up wasting time in limiting presentations, 
because some are covering complex issues that take more than 10 minutes. 

MatthewS:  I agree.  I believe that presentations are separate from comment 
debates. 

JohnF:  We will give presentations a defined time.  Am more concerned about 
the red comments. 

RolfV:  Maybe with a request to the group to keep the presentations to a 
minimum. 

MathildeB:  But the presentations are addressing many comments at a time. 
JohnF:  If a presentation does not address comments, I will consider them out of 

order.  In the three years I’ve chaired this group, and having witnessed the 
process and amount of discussion in the past, I will not feel bad about limiting 
discussion times. 

RolfV:  How about setting a time limit of 5 minutes. 
JohnF:  Does anyone else have a comment on this process? 
MatthewS:  How about having an automatic call the question after 5 minutes; if 

that fails, then allow only another 5 minutes before a vote is taken. 
Q:  Just a question: why is this all happening on the main floor and not in the ad-

hocs? 
MatthewS:  This is all about the red comments that have already been through 

the ad-hocs. 
Charles Wright (CharlesW):  How about allowing 10 minutes instead of 5? 
MatthewS:  My proposal was 10 minutes total, with a call to question after the 

first 5 minutes. 
CharlesW:  But a vote can take 5 minutes. 
MatthewS:  But a call to question is non-debatable, so we just have a vote on it. 
JohnF:  Remember that I can’t prevent anyone from calling the question before 

the 5 minute deadline. 
SidS:  Can we just live with a gentleman’s agreement that we will do this? 
MatthewS:  I was suggesting an automatic call of the question. 
RolfV:  I would suggest a similar process for the ad-hoc groups. 
MatthewS:  I would be against that; I believe most of the time should be taken in 

the main floor on the red comments.  But if something is brand new, as in an 
ad-hoc, then it should be given the time it needs.  But I believe we should 
spend less time in break-out ad-hoc groups and more in the general meeting. 

JohnF:  Take the case that a vote just can’t reach 75 percent; then I believe that 
the resolution should be no change in the text and we just tell the commenter 
that the group couldn’t agree on any 75% resolution to it.  Are there any 
suggestions about that? 

MatthewS:  I would suggest that such comments are declined. 
JohnF:  My problem with this is that “declined” is a very specific resolution.  That 

might not get 75%.  I’m trying to cover the case where there is no resolution 
gets 75%.  My suggestion is a canned response just to explain that we 
couldn’t get a passed vote. 

MatthewS:  I call that “declined”. 
SidS:  Is there any option in the rules for doing anything but accept, decline or 

counter? 
JohnF:  Yes, I am suggesting that.  I want a canned response for this case, 

though I agree technically with MatthewS that it is the same as declined. 
MatthewS:  I see a list of motions; if you don’t accept the motion, then you have 

declined it.  I would agree with a short explanation. 
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1.4.2.36. 

1.4.2.37. 

1.4.2.38. 

1.4.2.39. 

1.4.3. 
1.4.3.1. 
1.4.3.2. 

1.4.3.2.1. 

1.4.3.2.2. 

1.4.3.2.3. 

1.4.3.3. 
1.4.3.4. 
1.4.3.5. 

1.4.4. 
1.4.4.1. 

2.1.1. 
2.1.1.1. 

2.1.2. 
2.1.2.1. 

2.1.2.2. 
2.1.2.3. 
2.1.2.4. 
2.1.2.5. 
2.1.2.6. 

JohnF:  Then we do agree.  We will decline those by default and just explain that 
fact.  If there is a motion to resolve, then I won’t rule it out of order.  But if it 
doesn’t pass, then we will use this indication to the commenter.  I don’t see 
anyone disagreeing with this intent. 

CharlesW:  In the case where no one can agree, does that mean that another 
group can still come together and resolve it? 

JohnF:  I will allow a second chance, and ask no one to come up with points of 
order when we consider it again.  If I get challenged, then I will try to come 
quickly to vote on whether we allow the second chance or not.   

JohnF:  I would like to take the next 15 minutes to draft something and then 
present it to you before the official break.  Any objections to a quick recess?  
Hearing no objections, I ask everyone to be back in 15 minutes. 

Comment Resolution Process  
{JohnF’s final proposal is included below in Annex A.} 
JohnF:  I have a proposal how to move forward.  There are three ways of 

resolving comments:  papers, ad-hoc groups and individuals.  I have a 
proposal for each type: 

A. Papers:  10 minutes for each, with 10 minutes for discussion; 
discussion limited to 5 minutes after the second; the resolution passes 
if it receives more than 75% vote -- if not, then it is declined with a note 
due to lack of consensus. 

B. Ad-hoc groups:  about 250 comments are in three groups:  frame 
formats clause 7; EDCF clause 9.1; and power save clause 11.2. 

C. Individual comments: to be addressed when not in recess for the ad-
hocs; specific resolutions must be prepared; discussion for 7 minutes 
prior to seconding; discussion limited to 5 minutes; resolution passes if 
75% approval. 

JohnF:  This is my proposal to be discussed in the next meeting, after lunch. 
MathildeB:  Believe that we might need more time for some papers. 
JohnF:  We can discuss that after lunch. 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting at 12:03. 

2. Monday Afternoon, May 12, 2003 

2.1. Opening 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:10pm. 

Review of Proposed Process 
JohnF:  Reviewed the proposed process from 801.11 TGe Comment Resolution 

Process 051203.doc. 
MatthewS:  Would like to have some more time available to a couple of papers. 
MathildeB:  Would like to have more time for AIFS paper and 149. 
JohnF:  Will document the exceptions; how much time for each? 
MathildeB:  20 minutes. 
JohnF:  Any other exceptions to this process? 
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2.1.2.7. 

2.1.2.8. 

2.1.2.9. 
2.1.2.10. 
2.1.2.11. 
2.1.2.12. 
2.1.2.13. 
2.1.2.14. 
2.1.2.15. 

2.1.3. 
2.1.3.1. 
2.1.3.2. 
2.1.3.3. 
2.1.3.4. 
2.1.3.5. 
2.1.3.6. 
2.1.3.7. 
2.1.3.8. 
2.1.3.9. 
2.1.3.10. 

2.1.4. 
2.1.4.1. 
2.1.4.2. 
2.1.4.3. 
2.1.4.4. 

2.2.1. 
2.2.1.1. 

2.2.1.1.1. 
2.2.1.1.2. 
2.2.1.1.3. 

2.2.1.1.4. 

2.2.1.1.5. 
2.2.1.1.6. 

2.2.1.2. 

John Kowalski (JohnK):  The minutes for the April-May TGe ad-hoc are on the to-
doc-keeper, but can’t get a number for them – the number assignment 
software is broken. 

SriniK:  Is it allowed for us to have an ad-hoc at other times when TGe is not 
officially meeting? 

JohnF:  Only if it has a room that is announced. 
SriniK:  What about the lobby? 
JohnF:  Can’t really do that – though individuals can always meet on their own. 
MatthewS:  How will time be partitioned between papers and ad-hocs? 
JohnF:  Haven’t proposed a specific partition, but will ask  
JohnF:  Is there any objection to the proposed process? 
JohnF:  Hearing none, then this proposal is passed unanimously.  I can’t get a 

document number either, but this process is on the server. 

Ad-hoc Group Leaders 
JohnF: Calling for volunteers to lead the three ad-hoc groups. 
SriniK:  I’ll volunteer for Frame Formats, Clause 7. 
MathildeB:  I’ll lead the EDCF, clause 9 group 
Keith Amann (KeithA):  Power save 11.2 
MathildeB:  I have a proposal to the power save group; how can that work? 
JohnF:  You can work together with the power save group.  Want to do that? 
MathildeB:  I’d rather not be the leader. 
JohnK:  How about Richard? 
Richard van Leeuwen (RichardL):  Ok. 
JohnF:  Then the leaders are Srini, Richard and Keith.  How many people plan to 

work in the groups?  I see 3 for Clause 7, 6 for Clause 9.1 and 6 for Clause 
11.2. 

Paper Organization 
JohnF:  How many people are ready to present papers now. 
MathildeB:  I have three ready. 
SriniK:  All five of mine are ready. 
JohnF:  Then we’ll start with Mathilde’s papers. 

2.2. Presentation of Papers 

Document 03/149r1, AIFS-Revisited, Mathilde Benveniste 
MathildeB:  This proposal was discussed at both the Portland and Briarcliff ad-

hoc meetings.  Main points: 
D4.0 uses different backoff count rules from legacy. 
This change was made without technical discussion. 
It has been shown that this method causes best effort EDCF stations to 

perform worse than legacy. 
AIFS definition is that of a priority-dependent IFS, the deferred time for 

access and backoff countdown used for QoS differentiation. 
This paper includes an analysis of the problem. 
The proposal is to adopt the normative text changes in 03/279r0. 

SidS:  Under current 1999 rules you would have to have a DIFS backoff of zero 
in order to use that slot.  Under what circumstances could a station transmit 
under the proposed rules – what values of AIFS and DIFS would allow you to 
do this? 
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2.2.1.3. 

2.2.1.4. 

2.2.1.5. 
2.2.1.6. 
2.2.1.7. 

2.2.1.8. 

2.2.1.9. 

2.2.1.10. 
2.2.1.11. 

2.2.1.12. 
2.2.1.13. 

2.2.1.14. 

2.2.1.15. 

2.2.1.16. 
2.2.1.17. 
2.2.1.18. 
2.2.1.19. 
2.2.1.20. 

2.2.1.21. 

2.2.1.22. 
2.2.1.23. 
2.2.1.24. 
2.2.1.25. 

2.2.1.26. 

2.2.1.27. 
2.2.1.28. 
2.2.1.29. 

2.2.1.30. 

MathildeB:  The appendix answers this:  [1,CW[i]+1] for classes I with aAIFS[i] = 
1, [0,CW[i]] for all other classes. 

SidS:  Doesn’t this say you typically transmit at DIFS+1, so you lose a slot?  If I 
understand it, part of the change from legacy rules is to be able to transmit at 
DIFS time, rather than lose a slot.  Aha, the answer is the top line, that would 
allow you to be able to transmit at DIFS.  Think that’s the answer to my 
question.  1 gives you PIFS, so PIFS+1gives you DIFS. 

MathildeB:  Motion:  Adopt normative text changes in 03/279r0. 
JohnF:  This needs to address specific comments. 
MathildeB:  Listed on the first page of this presentation:  11, 12, 15, 153, 374, 

412, 413, 642, 643, 991, 1796. 
Mark Bilstad (MarkB):  Are those rules an integrated pair?  They seem like 

separate question to me. 
MathildeB:  I’d prefer to deal with this whole motion together.  Is there any strong 

feeling if separate them? 
SriniK:  You might have more chance than 
MathildeB:  Is there anyone who would vote for one and not the other?  I don’t 

see anyone. 
MarkB:  I think that’s my answer. 
Greg Chesson (GregC):  This adds complexity to one’s backoff algorithm.  We 

now have legacy EDCF as well as the 1999 legacy.  You seem to be saying 
that this proposal will encourage legacy devices. 

MathildeB:  I believe that you need this proposed change to encourage people to 
get away from legacy. 

GregC:  You are saying that only way to get people to change would be to keep 
that legacy part?  But can you really test what backoff algorithms are being 
used inside real cards?  You might be able to show some small anomalies, 
but I doubt you can determine what backoff algorithm they’re using. 

MathildeB:  I believe that if don’t eliminate this, will have conflict with HC. 
GregC:  I disagree. 
Richard:  Did you raise this issue at the Portland issue? 
MathildeB:  Yes.  This addresses the statistical performance. 
Richard:  At Portland Duncan had an explanation that this difference is very 

small.  So is your proposal to reintroduce the X factor? 
MathildeB:  That’s why I did a statistical simulation to show that there is an 

observable difference.  Concerning the X factor: that has changed: see the 
appendix to this paper (slide 24).  The X factor is not in the equivalent rules; 
that might be easier for some people. 

JohnF:  Is there anyone who wants to second this? 
Bobby Jose (BobbyJ):  Yes. 
JohnK:  Against:  this will impact a lot of development schedules. 
MatthewS:  For.  I have also run simulations and have seen these effects – and 

have seen things ratchet up to significant times. 
GregC:  Against.  I believe that the legacy stations ; also 11a and 11g implement 

their legacy correctly, and there we don’t have to worry about this. 
JohnF:  Anyone who is for who hasn’t spoken yet? 
MathildeB:  I yield to MatthewS. 
MatthewS:  I have seen significant changes against actual chip implementation 

designs. 
JohnF:  Time has expired.  So I call the question.  Voting members only.  Motion 

fails with 2:10:11. 
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2.2.2. 

2.2.2.1. 

2.2.2.2. 

2.2.2.3. 
2.2.2.4. 
2.2.2.5. 
2.2.2.6. 

2.2.2.7. 
2.2.2.8. 
2.2.2.9. 

2.2.3. 
2.2.3.1. 

2.2.3.1.1. 

2.2.3.1.2. 

2.2.3.1.3. 

2.2.3.1.4. 

2.2.3.1.5. 
2.2.3.2. 

2.2.3.3. 

2.2.3.4. 
2.2.3.5. 
2.2.3.6. 
2.2.3.7. 

2.2.3.8. 
2.2.3.9. 
2.2.3.10. 

2.2.3.11. 

2.2.4. 
2.2.4.1. 

Document 03/293r0, Deletion of CFB from TGe Draft, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  AT Briarcliff we came up with question of what is difference between CFB 

and TXOP.  We couldn’t come up with a difference, and the consensus was to 
eliminate CFB.  So then we can replace “CFB TXOP” with the more general 
“frame exchange sequence”.  Also like to point out that, due to an earlier 
comment resolution, “EDCF” is now “EDCA” (access).   

SriniK:  Motion:  Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes outlined in 
03/293r0 and provide a list of comments that are resolved by such 
incorporation. 

JohnF:  Any friendly amendments or pre-discussion before I ask for a second? 
JohnF:  Any second? 
AmjadS:  Yes. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  I hear none.  Is there any objection to this 

motion?  I see one, so we’ll have a vote. 
JohnF:  This motion is technical and passes the vote with 19:1:3. 
SriniK:  When may I bring up motions related to ad-hoc meeting comments? 
JohnF:  Now, if it’s short. 

Document 03/287r0, DLP Modifications, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  Main points: 

Many comments allowed us to properly describe DLP and also teardown.  
This will include new figures 68.10 and 68.11, DLP set up and 
teardown message flows.   

Also a new DLP teardown action frame, and new DLP request action 
body order number, and in that change the status code from 1 to 2 
octets.  I chose the units to be seconds.   

Also new MLME-DLPTeardown.request, .confirm and .indication 
messages.   

Since clause 8 is not the appropriate place for this discussion, so I 
moved it to clause 11.7.  There are many new descriptions in clause 
11.7. 

And in Annex D introduce new dot11DLPResponseTimeout. 
SriniK:  Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes outlined in 03/286r0 

and provide a list of comments that are resolved by such incorporation. 
JohnF:  Before I ask for a second, are there any suggestions for friendly 

amendments. 
CharlesW:  Why does the AP have to initiate the teardown. 
SriniK:  AP is not initiating it; could be because of timeout. 
Carlos Rios (CarlosR):  What is teardown supposed to do? 
SriniK:  this is just for graceful removal – just uses an explicit message to remove 

things.  Could be that station went away or that has nothing to send.  The 
decision should be made by the higher layers; teardown allows then to make 
some kind of system synchronization. 

JohnF:  Any more comments.  Seeing none, I’ll ask for a second. 
SidS:  Yes. 
JohnF:  Any more discussion on this?  Seeing no discussion, is there any 

objection to this motion?  I see one, so we’ll have a vote. 
JohnF: This motion is technical and passes with 13:1:9. 

Document 03/020r7, Merged Letter Ballot Comments, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  This presentation will cover all of the lime-colored merged comments 

from the ad-hocs and teleconferences.  The lime-colored comments are those 
that have unanimous consent by the group, but have not yet been approved 
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by the TGe.  Then Yellow and the Red are same as earlier conventions.  And 
in Briarcliff we introduced Blue for “almost there”. 

2.2.4.2. 

2.2.4.3. 

2.2.4.4. 
2.2.4.5. 

2.2.5. 
2.2.5.1. 

2.2.6. 
2.2.6.1. 

2.2.7. 
2.2.7.1. 

2.2.7.2. 

2.2.7.3. 

2.2.7.4. 

2.2.7.5. 
2.2.7.6. 

2.2.7.6.1. 

2.2.7.7. 
2.2.7.8. 
2.2.7.9. 

2.2.8. 
2.2.8.1. 

2.2.8.2. 

2.2.8.3. 

2.2.8.4. 
2.2.8.5. 

SriniK:  There are three categories of comments:  Clause 7 was done in 
teleconferences.  Then clause 9 early sections, and clause 11.   

SriniK:  Clause 7.2.1.8 comments were accepted and a new phrase inserted, 
also a new sentence in 9.10. 

SriniK:  One comment was declined, because clause 9 needs to be clarified. 
SriniK:  Beware while reviewing these comments that some commenter referred 

to page numbers from the word document, others to page numbers from the 
pdf document. 

Recess  
JohnF:  It’s now 3:00.  We’ll be back at 3:30 and continue with this presentation 

then. 

Opening 
JohnF re-opened the meeting at 3:33pm. 

Continued 03/287r0 Clause 7 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  Some of the comments conflicted with changes by TGh, so had to be 

rejected.  Some were rejected because they were beyond the scope of the 
PAR. 

SriniK:  Note that comment 261 and a couple of others have alternate 
resolutions. 

SriniK:  The comments to be resolved by these resolutions are:  44, 487, 898, 
248, 296, 297, 488, 489, 704, 1071, 30, 490, 706, 707, 708, 710, 900, 491, 
712, 737, 940, 738, 901, 1096, 496, 497, 933, 31, 217, 240, 293, 494, 495, 
720, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 941, 942, 1072, 902, 728, 1042, 729, 942, 730, 
168, 209, 261, 294, 498, 499, 500, 731, 944, 1097, 1098,1099, 33, 218, 298, 
300, 501, 950, 1100. 

SriniK:  Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for Clause 7 in 
03/020r8 as the responses of the TG and further Instruct the editor to 
incorporate the changes contained in these responses, to the normative text 
in the next TGe draft. 

MatthewS:  So were there normative text changes? 
SriniK:  Yes, changing the motion to: 

Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for clause 7 in 
03/020r7 as the responses of the TG 

JohnF:  Are there any more friendly comments?  Is there a second? 
AmjadS:  Yes. 
JohnF:  Are there any objections to passing this motion?  I hear no objections, so 

motion passes unanimously. 

Continued 03/287r0, Clause 9 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  At a minute apiece, this list of comments would take hours, so I will 

discuss only the main comments here.  Also, I will not propose a motion now, 
but will bring that up again after dinner, so that people have time to think 
about these resolutions. 

SriniK:  Note that I’m removing 767, 783 from this list because their comment 
resolutions don’t match their comments. 

Matthew Fischer (MatthewF):  If you look at the original comment of 783, you’ll 
see it’s about 9.10.2.1.2, and there the comment makes more sense.  Should 
explain that in the resolution. 

SriniK:  So will change the resolution to match that. 
MatthewF:  It’s my comment and I’ll accept that. 

Minutes         page 9 David Hunter, Vetronix 



May 2003                              doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/448r0 
2.2.8.6. 
2.2.8.7. 

2.2.8.8. 

2.2.8.9. 
2.2.8.10. 

2.2.8.11. 

2.2.8.12. 

2.2.8.13. 

2.2.8.14. 
2.2.8.15. 

2.2.8.16. 
2.2.8.17. 
2.2.8.18. 

2.2.8.19. 
2.2.8.20. 

2.2.8.21. 
2.2.8.22. 
2.2.8.23. 
2.2.8.24. 

2.2.8.25. 
2.2.8.26. 

2.2.8.27. 
2.2.8.28. 

2.2.8.29. 

2.2.8.30. 
2.2.8.31. 

2.2.8.32. 
2.2.8.33. 
2.2.8.34. 
2.2.8.35. 
2.2.8.36. 

2.2.8.37. 

2.2.9. 
2.2.9.1. 

SriniK:  So 783 is now back in the list. 
SriniK:  For comment 648 we need to change the resolution to include a different 

sentence:  “a duration of at least a SIFS”. 
Wei Lin Lim (Isaac):  I believe we need to remove this from the green list and 

mark it as yellow.   
SriniK:  Doing that now. 
SriniK:  The resolution to comment 327 also is uncertain, so am also changing 

that from green to yellow. 
SriniK:  I find that I disagree with the proposed resolution of comment 781, so am 

also moving that from green to yellow. 
MatthewF:  I believe that for comment 765 it is not clear whether CFP is 

mandatory or not; it does not say “shall” in here.  We should say explicitly that 
it is optional. 

MatthewS:  In section 9 it does say you shall transmit CFP parameters.  I don’t 
think the intent was to mandate CFP, but to place delivery in the beacon, so it 
gives you protection that you  wouldn’t have otherwise. 

MatthewF:  I mainly think this should be made explicit. 
MatthewS:  In old 1999 standard it was optional, as it is here.  But you do have to 

transmit an attempt. 
MatthewF: That’s the point; lets just make it clear. 
CharlesW:  Matthew, do you think it should be shall? 
MatthewF:  I believe that that would open another can of worms.  You have fewer 

other decisions if you say “may”. 
SriniK:  Because of all this controversy I’m now making this one red. 
SriniK:  Note about comment 555 that we deleted subclause 9.10.2.2.2 and 

moved all related material to clause 7. 
MatthewF:  What does the resolution of comment 777 mean? 
SriniK:  It depends on the resolutions of the other comments. 
MatthewF:  So I see, depending on those resolutions. 
SriniK:  Comment 974: this comment was declined, but since then one person 

has asked that this behavior be retained, so I will mark it yellow. 
SriniK:  There are other reasons for our answer to comment 975. 
MatthewF:  Then I believe that your other reasons should be included in this 

comment resolution.   
SriniK:  So I’ll add that note to the comment resolution. 
SriniK:  For comment 976 we have an alternative resolution, but believe it is 

along the lines that the commenter suggested. 
MatthewF:  Again this bleeds back into whether you’re required to use CFP, 

since you’re not allowed to use CF ack if you have a CFP. 
MatthewS:  I believe you can use CF types outside of a CFP. 
MatthewF:  But this is about a piggyback, which requires a CFP.  Else you need 

to explicitly allowing that.  
SriniK:  I’m in  favor of allowing it. 
MatthewF:  For efficiency I would agree, but this small change does not say that. 
SriniK:  How about “in both CFP and CP”? 
MatthewF:  That sounds better. 
JohnF:  It is now 5:30 and we need to recess again.  Want to pick it up again 

after dinner? 
SriniK:  Yes.  Please everyone review these proposed resolutions over dinner, so 

we can skip talking about as many as we can this evening. 

Recess 
JohnF  recessed the meeting for dinner break at 5:34pm. 
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3. Monday Evening, May 12, 2003 

3.1. Opening 

3.1.1. 
3.1.1.1. 

3.1.2. 
3.1.2.1. 

3.1.2.2. 

3.1.2.3. 

3.1.2.4. 

3.1.2.5. 

3.1.2.6. 
3.1.2.7. 

3.1.2.8. 
3.1.2.9. 
3.1.2.10. 
3.1.2.11. 
3.1.2.12. 
3.1.2.13. 

3.1.3. 
3.1.3.1. 
3.1.3.2. 
3.1.3.3. 

3.1.4. 
3.1.4.1. 

3.1.4.2. 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:20pm (missing speaker). 

Continued 03/287r0 Clause 7 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I believe the stated solution to 1128 is incomplete, but the additional that 

is needed is editorial, so I’d like to move on. 
SriniK:  Most of the comments on 9.10.2.2.2 have been handled by rewriting this 

one paragraph. 
SriniK:  I believe that our response to 1060 is incorrect, so I’m making it a yellow 

block. 
SriniK:  The current list of comments to be resolved by this set of  resolutions is 

now:   380, 520, 1109, 191, 324, 433, 545, 546, 643, 761, 762, 764, 766, 41, 
326, 644, 645, 783, 1121, 1122, 646, 1157, 192, 194, 549, 772, 782, 971, 
1125, 550, 551, 434, 650, 651, 972, 1123, 973, 42, 328, 435, 553, 555, 652, 
653, 654, 773, 776, 777, 975, 976, 977, 1127, 1128, 1129, 437, 556, 655, 
779, 780, 978, 1793, 329, 330, 438, 557, 656, 657, 658, 785, 790, 979, 1130, 
1132, 1132, 331, 558, 789, 982, 984, 1133, 158, 229, 439, 559, 560, 659, 
791, 792, 793, 797, 1135, 126, 198, 199, 333, 334, 561, 794, 795, 872, 340, 
1065 and 914 (description located earlier in the 03/287 document). 

SriniK:  Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for clause 9 in 
03/020r8 as the responses of the TG and further Instruct the editor to 
incorporate the changes contained in these responses, to the normative text 
in the next TGe draft. 

JohnF:  Any friendly amendments? 
Isaac:  Comment 648 on 9.10.2.1.1 should be changed to green from yellow, as 

the resolution is clear.  I was the one who was worried about this, and I’m 
convinced now that this solution is correct. 

SriniK:  Then I’ll change that back to green. 
[So add “648” to the list above.] 
SriniK:  The motion now will include the resolution to Comment 648. 
JohnF:  Any further clarifications?  I see no requests.  And a second? 
JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Are there any objections to this motion?  I see none, so it has passed 

unanimously. 

Other Papers 
JohnF:  Are there any  
MatthewS:  I would prefer to wait until tomorrow. 
JohnF:  Ok.   

Ad-hoc Groups 
JohnF:  I’d like to recess for the rest of the meeting for the ad-hoc groups, so that 

we can get some of that work done this evening. 
SriniK:  After 10pm I’ll start working on the additional changes, so we can work 

on individual comment resolutions in the meantime. 
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3.1.4.3. 

3.1.4.4. 

3.1.4.5. 
3.1.4.6. 
3.1.4.7. 
3.1.4.8. 

3.1.4.9. 
3.1.4.10. 

3.1.4.11. 
3.1.4.12. 

3.1.4.13. 

3.1.4.14. 
3.1.4.15. 
3.1.4.16. 
3.1.4.17. 

3.1.4.18. 

3.1.4.19. 

3.1.4.20. 
3.1.4.21. 
3.1.4.22. 

3.1.5. 
3.1.5.1. 
3.1.5.2. 
3.1.5.3. 
3.1.5.4. 

3.1.6. 
3.1.6.1. 

3.1.6.2. 
3.1.6.3. 
3.1.6.4. 

3.1.6.5. 

JohnF:  Are there any individual comment resolutions available to be presented 
now? 

SriniK:  I believe that there is a strong opinion to remove {??}, so we might take a 
straw poll about that now. 

JohnF:  While you’re thinking about that, how about other individual comments? 
JohnK:  Comment 436. 
JohnF:  As long as you have a tight resolution on it, you can cover it. 
JohnK:  This is a  yellow-marked comment about 9.10.2.2.1.  A majority favors 

keeping the poll and therefore declining the comment. 
JohnF:  Any general discussion? 
SriniK:  The stated resolution is not correct; you should say that the reason is 

improving efficiency. 
JohnK:  Ok.  I’ll type your version. 
SriniK:  Put in “Comment declined; the described mechanism resets the NAV to 

all STAs which improves efficiency and while the NAV can be reset to 0 using 
the CF-END that can be done only in CFP. 

Ali Raissinia (AliR):  I believe the commenter will be here tomorrow morning, so 
I’d suggest waiting until tomorrow. 

JohnF:  It’s up to JohnK; do you prefer to withdraw it for now? 
JohnK:  Ok, I’ll withdraw this until tomorrow. 
JohnF:  Any others? 
JohnK:  All yellow comments have resolutions, so we can take any of them.  Let’s 

start with 778. 
SriniK:  One of the commenters has already done this, so not sure why it’s still 

marked yellow. 
JohnK:  Will remove the first sentence in the recommended resolution, so the 

result now is “Comment accepted.  Conflict removed by deleting the words 
“management type, data type or QoS data type” from 2nd sentence, 2nd 
paragraph.” 

JohnK:  Move to accept this comment resolution. 
AmjadS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Any objections to accepting this resolution?  Hearing none, this comment 

resolution is adopted. 

Comment 1124 
JohnF:  Next item, comment 1124. 
MatthewS:  I have a presentation on this; should I present it now? 
JohnF:  If it’s directly on this comment. 
MatthewS:  Yes, it is. 

 

Document 03/330r0, Poll Responses , Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  Some devices don’t want this, but it isn’t too much of a problem to 

respond with a null frame, duration 0.  The entire text change is to delete the 
three words “from the HC” in 9.1.3.2. 

MatthewS:  This  is about Comment 409, which is directly related to 1124. 
Isaac:  What about a station that doesn’t want to be polled for a period? 
MatthewS:  You can give him a duration.  Ideally I’d set the QState to 0, and then 

he’ll know to come back. 
SidS:  In general I’m in favor of this, as long as its not too disruptive of the draft.  

But are we going to get sponsor ballot comments that say “clarify what this 
means”? 
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3.1.6.6. 

3.1.6.7. 
3.1.6.8. 

3.1.6.9. 

3.1.6.10. 
3.1.6.11. 
3.1.6.12. 
3.1.6.13. 

3.1.6.14. 
3.1.6.15. 
3.1.6.16. 
3.1.6.17. 
3.1.6.18. 
3.1.6.19. 
3.1.6.20. 
3.1.6.21. 
3.1.6.22. 
3.1.6.23. 
3.1.6.24. 
3.1.6.25. 

3.1.6.26. 
3.1.6.27. 

3.1.6.28. 

3.1.6.29. 
3.1.6.30. 
3.1.6.31. 
3.1.6.32. 

3.1.7. 
3.1.7.1. 

3.1.7.2. 
3.1.7.3. 
3.1.7.4. 
3.1.7.5. 

3.1.7.6. 
3.1.7.7. 
3.1.7.8. 

MatthewS:  This allows some differentiation, so some that want to support it can 
give some STAs an advantage. 

SidS:  So you ‘re saying an EDCF station  
MatthewS:  The current draft says you shall respond to a poll; so this gives them 

a way out. 
JohnK:  I believe that with those three works stricken that sentence says the HC 

can schedule contention-free traffic across traffic, depending on the amount of 
information from TCs and TSes.  So I don’t think it does what you want it to 
do. 

MatthewF:  It doesn’t have a “shall”  in it anyway. 
MatthewS:  I’m only looking for a “may”. 
AmjadS:  If it makes you happy, it doesn’t bother me to allow this. 
JohnK:  You might get this past, but fail later.  Strawpoll:  who in this room thinks 

this means that a station that doesn’t have an admitted stream can be polled? 
JohnF:  I count three who think that it does, several more who don’t. 
SidS:  Is this really about controlled channel access? 
John Fuller (JohnFuller):  What does this mean about interoperability? 
MatthewS:  I believe it won’t harm interoperability. 
JohnF:  Before you make a motion, what comment are you resolving here? 
MatthewS:  Comment 409. 
JohnK:  I don’t believe this solves that comment. 
MatthewS:  I’m the commenter and I believe it does. 
MatthewF:  Didn’t Sunghyun (Choi) have a proposed sentence? 
MatthewS:  I’d rather have that sentence, but believe it would never pass. 
AmjadS:  Many people don’t believe this gives the behavior you want. 
SidS:  If you make the comment resolution that this activity is not precluded.  The 

comment resolution should be “accept what is in 330”. 
MatthewS:  Sure. 
SidS:  Some might be inclined to vote against it because it is not an actual 

“alternative resolution”. 
MatthewS:  Will change the motion to 330r1:  “To adopt the changes identified in 

document “03/330r1 into the current TGe Draft as alternate resolution to 
comment ID 409.” 

SidS:  I second. 
JohnF:  Any discussion? 
SidS:  I speak in favor because it will allow a little more flexibility. 
JohnF:  Seeing no other comments, I ask for a vote.  The motion is technical and 

passes 12:3:7. 

Comment 1124, again 
JohnK:  Let’s go back to comment 1124.  Strawpoll:  Who favors allowing the HC 

to poll a STA that does not have an admitted TSPEC?  I count:  9:2. 
MarkB:  I believe there is a difference between cases here. 
JohnF:  I think this shows that something is not working about this. 
JohnK:  I agree and will withdraw for now. 
JohnF:  Does anyone have a comment resolution that we can move within 5 

minutes or less? 
MatthewS:  I’ll go over the yellow comments and make a presentation on each. 
JohnF:  I don’t care about the color, just looking for any proposed resolutions. 
MatthewS:  The advantage of the yellow ones is that they all have proposed 

resolutions and the majority of the ad-hoc group was for them.  I’d appreciate 
Srini’s help with the yellow comments. 
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3.1.7.9. 

3.1.8. 
3.1.8.1. 

3.1.8.2. 
3.1.8.3. 

3.1.8.4. 
3.1.8.5. 

3.1.8.6. 
3.1.8.7. 
3.1.8.8. 

3.1.9. 
3.1.9.1. 

3.1.9.2. 
3.1.9.3. 
3.1.9.4. 

3.1.9.5. 
3.1.9.6. 
3.1.9.7. 
3.1.9.8. 
3.1.9.9. 
3.1.9.10. 
3.1.9.11. 

3.1.10. 
3.1.10.1. 

3.1.10.2. 
3.1.10.3. 
3.1.10.4. 
3.1.10.5. 
3.1.10.6. 
3.1.10.7. 

3.1.10.8. 

3.1.10.9. 
3.1.10.10. 
3.1.10.11. 

SriniK:  Here are the comments; but you can do the presentation. 

Comment 970 
MatthewS:  {Reviewed the comment and current resolution.} How should I make 

a motion? 
JohnF:  Just show us what is the proposed resolution. 
MatthewS:  Move to make the resolution: “Comment declined.  The standard 

cannot be written to categorically immunize the implementer from deploying 
an 802.11e system that is poorly designed.” 

MarkB:  Is this just in general, or a specific point? 
MatthewS:  I believe it is about even if you are backing off and another contender 

can’t hear you, you’re going to run into each other anyway.  There’s not just 
one way to solve this. 

JohnF:  Any second? 
SidS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this.  I see one, so we’ll vote.  The vote 

is technical and passes 14:2:4. 

Comment 193 
MatthewS:  {Reviewed the comment and current resolution.} Motion:  make the 

resolution:  “Comment declined.  See response to Comment ID 970.” 
MatthewF:  Isn’t there a restriction in the draft against this.   
MatthewS:  Yes. 
MatthewF:  So you can do what the commenter wanted without doing anything to 

the draft. 
MatthewS:  I disagree; the commenter wanted a specific change. 
AmjadS:  CWmin and CWmax make you choose values. 
MatthewS:  Having that value should be optional. 
MatthewF:  But then you have an option on retries. 
JohnF:  Any second? 
SidS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Seeing none, is there any objection to adopting 

this?  I see one, so we’ll vote.  The vote is technical and passes 13:3:3. 

Comment 327 
MatthewS:   {Reviewed the comment and current resolution.} Motion:  adopt the 

proposed resolution as it stands in this text. 
MarkB:  This alternate resolution is not necessary? 
MatthewS:  I don’t know of any other way to do this. 
MatthewF:  Didn’t you just say the opposite earlier? 
MatthewS:  I don’t see how this does that. 
MatthewF:  But this is limiting what you are able to do? 
MatthewS:  You’re thinking about the commenter’s resolution, not the alternate 

resolution we’re proposing. 
SriniK:  Would like to edit the proposed resolution to: “For MPDUs belonging to a 

TC, when there is a transmission failure within a polled TXOP, the 
corresponding frame retry counter shall be incremented.” 

MatthewS:  I agree with this new motion. 
SriniK: I second that. 
JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Is there any objection to passing this?  I see 

none, so this motion passes unanimously. 
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3.2. Discussion of Ad-Hoc Groups 

3.2.1. 
3.2.1.1. 
3.2.1.2. 

3.3.1.1. 

3.3.1.2. 

4.1.1. 
4.1.1.1. 
4.1.1.2. 

4.1.2. 
4.1.2.1. 

4.1.3. 
4.1.3.1. 
4.1.3.2. 
4.1.3.3. 
4.1.3.4. 
4.1.3.5. 

4.2.1. 
4.2.1.1. 

4.2.1.2. 
4.2.1.3. 

4.2.1.4. 
4.2.1.5. 

4.2.1.6. 
4.2.1.7. 

Ad-hoc Work 
JohnF:  Tomorrow we’ll start with the ad-hoc groups. 
SriniK:  I’ve spoken with the other ad-hoc leaders and we’ll all be ready to go 

tomorrow morning. 

3.3. Recess 
JohnF:  Is there any objection to recess for the ad hoc group meetings?  Hearing 

none, we are recessed for ad-hoc work until 8:00am tomorrow morning. 
JohnF recessed the meeting at 9:30 pm. 

4. Tuesday Morning, May 13, 2003 

4.1. Opening 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:05 am. 
JohnF:  The document number server is now open, so you need to get numbers 

for the documents now. 

Session Signup Demonstration 
KeithA demonstrated signing up for the sessions. 

Presentations 
JohnF:  Are there any presentations available now? 
AmjadS:  Do we need to have normative text available now? 
JohnF:  Yes, if you intend to make a motion. 
AmjadS:  Then we will need one hour. 
MatthewS:  I have several presentations available. 

4.2. Presentation of Papers 

Document 03/329r1, Distributed Admissions, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I have a problem with distributed admissions; basically I would like to 

remove it.  I believe that you can work fine without it.  If you monitor channel 
and control the access categories, you don’t need distributed admissions.  
The normative text is shown in this document. 

SriniK:  You need to remove TXOPBudget also.  I also suggest a simpler motion. 
JohnK:  This addresses comment 212; suggest we look at other treatments of 

that first. 
MatthewS:  I just want to get this over first. 
Shugong Xu (ShugongX):  This appears to be a related issue:  do we really need 

admission control at all for EDCF?  If we remove this, we won’t have any at 
all?  I’d like at least a straw poll on this. 

MarkB:  I believe we should discuss the replacement as part of removing it. 
MatthewS:  I would be glad to defer to Shugong to present first.  I yield the floor 

for the presentation of a strawpoll, then will continue after that. 
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Admission Control Strawpoll 
ShugongX:  I’m not finished yet, but can have a straw poll.  I’ll get a document 

number soon.   
ShugongX:  This is about the existing issues in the current DAC:  many people 

want it removed because of complexity, stability, and difficulty of working with 
DLP. 

ShugongX:  Current options are: 
Option1:  Remove without replacement 
 No new EDCF admission control will be introduced 
 However, many people think EDCF QoS should be more than just 

differentiation between traffics 
 Then there will be no way to protect the current QoS facilities. 
Option2:  Replace without explicit signaling 
 I prefer this way. 
 Using TSPEC, same way as for polling-based access. 
 Then have connection-based EDCF 
 Some may think it overkill using TSPEC:  why not just use polling based 

access if AP knows the STAs? 
Option3:  Replace with some unknown mechanism 
 But what kind of hook would there be? 
 Potentially this could be a big change. 

ShugongX:  Based on these options, strawpoll of the options:   
Option1:  Just remove it. 
Option2:  Replace it with TSPEC 
Option3:  Replace it with something like PSPEC 
Option4:  

JohnK:  How about merging Options 2 and 3? 
ShugongX:  OK, then strawpoll: 

Option1:  Just remove it. 
Option2:  Replace it with TSPEC 
Option3:  Replace it with some unknown-yet thing (just leave a hook 

there) 
Option4:  Do nothing 
Option5:  Make it optional 

KeithA:  What is difference between 2 and 3, if someone thinks it needs more 
work? 

ShugongX:  Make Option2 “replace it with explicit  signaling as in polling based 
access”;  I agree that the current mechanism is not working.  Personally I 
don’t mind removing it, but would not like to leave another big hole there.  
Strawpoll of these options. 

JohnF:  You can vote for any or all options.  I count:  10:11:0:4. 

Continuation of 03/329r1a, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I believe that this result does not conflict with what I’m saying.  I 

believe we should remove it now, then replace it if something better comes 
up. 

MatthewS:  Motion:  To adopt the changes identified in document 03/319r1 into 
the current TGe draft along with deletion of the TXOPBudget fields and 
descriptions in 7.3.2.14 and any other changes the editor feels are relevant. 

JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second? 
JohnK:  I believe the strawpoll shows a big split, so I move to table this. 
MatthewS:  I’m looking up RRoO:  this is not debatable. 
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JohnF:  Do I have a second. 
RichardL:  Second. 
JohnF:  This is non-debatable.  The motion fails with a vote of 8:11:3. 
MatthewS:  I  just want to reiterate that leaving something broken in the draft is 

bad. 
SriniK:  I speak in favor:  the consensus is that it should be removed.  A lot of 

time has been spent on an alternative and it still is not done.  It is best to split 
them – remove it now, then replace it later. 

AmjadS:  I also am in favor, because the strawpoll showed that everyone wants 
to remove it.  The alternative is just to discuss it again later. 

JohnK:  I call the question. 
JohnF:  I want first to be sure that we know exactly what this motion says. 
AmjadS:  Point of order:  Matthew is discussing only one comment; this does not 

preclude us working on other comments. 
JohnF:  Ok. 
JohnK:  There are no comments that say “insert admission control”; I don’t know 

of any way to put admission control back in. 
AmjadS:  There is no automatic comment resolution; still have to make a 

resolution. 
CharlesW:  Question: has this been seconded? 
JohnF:  Yes.  It is seconded and called. 
KeithA:  If you remove this, the comment has been resolved.  I want to make 

sure that it does not go away. 
JohnF:  I want to make sure we have an understanding on this motion. 
MatthewS:  I do not believe that this would prevent anything being presented 

later. 
JohnF:  I ask this of the editor. 
SriniK:  I believe they’re two different things. 
JohnF:  The motion is technical and fails with 11:7:3. 
AmjadS:  I think it was too early to call the question. 
JohnF:  That is a practice we have to establish. 
JohnK:  I believe procedurally that to bring something forward, we could ask to 

reconsider and merge that with this motion. 
MatthewS:  I believe we have to pass this motion and then add a new one; I’ll 

always ask to split the motions. 
JohnF:  The guidance I received from the discussion is that I’m not going to 

disallow another motion on this.  Is that OK with everybody?  
AmjadS:  Point of information:  we can’t remove it now because we just voted on 

that? 
JohnF:  If we decide to replace it later, I will take a motion to reconsider, which is 

a 2/3 motion, then the next is 75% to pass the new versions.  We’re out of 
time; it’s break time.  Oops:  my computer is ahead by an hour; we are not on 
break.  

4.3. Recess for ad-hoc groups 
MatthewS:  I’d like to present additional papers later. 
JohnF:  How about giving some time to the ad hoc groups now? 
KeithA:  As long as we later have time for the ad-hoc resolutions. 
JohnF:  Yes.  So in the next session Matthew and Amjad will present, but in the 

meantime the ad hoc groups will meet.  Are there any objections?  Seeing 
none, that’s what we’ll do. 

JohnF recessed the group for ad-hoc work at 9:10am. 
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4.5.1.1. 
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5.2.2. 
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5.2.2.2. 
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5.2.2.4. 

5.2.2.5. 
5.2.2.6. 
5.2.2.7. 

5.2.2.8. 

5.2.2.9. 
5.2.2.10. 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:05am. 

Ad hoc group reports 
JohnF:  If there are no special motions, we would like to recess for more ad hoc 

work. 
No objections. 

4.5. Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 10:am. 

5. Tuesday Afternoon, May 13, 2003 

5.1. Opening 

Call to order  
JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:08pm 

5.2. Call for Papers 
JohnF:  Who is ready for papers now? 

Document 03r/332r1, Text Changes QoS IBSS, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  Existing DCF solutions restrict user parameter selections; Existing 

EDCF solutions allow parameters to be set dangerously; so one malicious 
superuser may bring down the entire network.  So I want to encourage STA 
designers to not permit users to adjust EDCF parameters – force them to 
receive the setting from the QAP; but admittedly this is more of a technical 
than a market issue.  I.e., the idea is to eliminate any settings except from the 
QBSS. 

MatthewS:  The possible motion would be to adopt the changes in 03/332r1, but 
I’d rather discuss the issues first. 

JohnK:  A number of problems:  malicious users can use microwave ovens, 
these are fixed values that can be set for all users; and the user interfaces 
can be made to make these settings. 

Adrian Stephens (AdrianS):  The parameters set today might not be optimal for 
the future.  Believe that the parameters can be set by some kind of TBD 
management interface.  If we take it out now, then may be hard to get it back 
in later. 

CharlesW:  What are the exact changes? 
MatthewS:  That this facility is removed from the IBSS. 
JohnK:  I believe this comment should be declined, using the reasons that Adrian 

and I mentioned earlier.  What comment number is related to this? 
MatthewS:  Comment 396.  If this could be fixed, I’d go along with the changes 

needed. 
CharlesW:  So one way is to fix them, another is to remove from IBSS. 
MatthewS:  But the problem can also happen in any QBSS, so it’s not just an 

IBSS problem. 

Minutes         page 18 David Hunter, Vetronix 



May 2003                              doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/448r0 
5.2.2.11. 

5.2.2.11.1. 
5.2.2.11.2. 
5.2.2.11.3. 

5.2.2.12. 
5.2.2.13. 
5.2.2.14. 
5.2.2.15. 

5.2.3. 
5.2.3.1. 

5.2.3.2. 

5.2.3.3. 

5.2.3.4. 
5.2.3.5. 
5.2.3.6. 
5.2.3.7. 

5.2.3.8. 
5.2.3.9. 
5.2.3.10. 

5.2.3.11. 

5.2.3.12. 

5.2.3.13. 
5.2.3.14. 

5.2.3.15. 

5.2.3.16. 
5.2.3.17. 

5.3.1. 
5.3.1.1. 
5.3.1.2. 

5.3.1.3. 

MatthewS:  Strawpoll (can vote for more than one):   
1.  Eliminate capability for QoS parameters in IBSS 
2.  Fix QoS parameters for use outside of QBSS. 
3.  Leave things as is. 

JohnF:  I count 2:12:10. 
MatthewS:  Strawpoll between numbers 2 and 3, but can vote only for one. 
JohnF:  I count 12:7. 
MatthewS:  So I won’t make a motion right now. 

Strawpolls and Motion on HCF Admission Control, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  Comment 335, on admission control for HCF, is recommending that HC 

shall not / should not allow arbitrary modifications, but only according to the 
STA. 

MarkB:  Isn’t it true that an AP can disassociate a STA at any time for any 
reason? 

JohnK:  Yes.  But this is assuming that the STA is associated and has a stream 
ongoing.  But it can be a policy decision above the MAC that does this.  
Strawpoll:  Do you favor the resolution suggested by the commenter in 
comment 335? 

JohnF:  I count 10 : 9 : 12 
JohnK:  Do you favor the same but with “shall” replaced by “should”? 
JohnF:  I count  20 : 1 : 8. 
JohnK:  therefore I move to accept the proposed resolution by the commenter in 

comment 335, except that “shall” is replaced by “should”. 
JohnF:  Who seconds? 
SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Friendly amendment:  it should really be an alternate resolution of the 

comment. 
JohnK:  so it now is:  I move to accept the alternate resolution by the commenter 

in comment 335, except that “shall” is replaced by “should”. 
MatthewS:  I still don’t think it is a good idea, then we shouldn’t be encouraging 

people to do this. 
MatthewF:  Why do you think it’s not a good idea? 
MatthewS:  You want the flexibility to allow the AP to release some streams 

when media changes. 
SriniK:  I favor this, but the AP should not decide which stream has higher 

priority?  That has to happen somewhere above.  These can be handled 
when we have a “should”. 

MatthewS:  It should be able to let it go, but we still need a mechanism for that. 
JohnF:  Any more comments?  Seeing none, the question is called.  This is a 

technical motion, and it passes with 21:3:1. 

5.3. Presentation of Papers 

Review of papers 
JohnF:  Amjad, are you ready for your paper? 
AmjadS:  We just put the paper on the server before lunch, so we need to wait 

for 4 hours. 
MathildeB:  I have a paper ready. 
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Documents 03/292r0 and 03/294r1, Mathilde Benveniste 
MathildeB:  Keith Amann, Matthew Sherman and I wrote this.  This paper 

addresses comments 251, 377 and 871.  The present draft prohibits a STA 
with an active TS to send EDCF frames generated by that TS; this is overly 
restrictive; but we want to allow this only in certain circumstances: 

Error recovery 
Poll is missed 
AP permits it. 

MathildeB:  The same normative text is in both 294r0 and 294r1. 
MarkB:  Could you outline the exact changes? 
MatthewS:  Using the AccessPolicyField in the TSInfo field of the TSPEC. 
AmjadS:  So this would allow you to do that, just not required either way? 
MathildeB:  Yes. 
AmjadS:  Is this the only change? 
MatthewS:  There is something added in section 9 to say *when* you can do that.  

That is the list Mathilde gave before.  {See above.} 
MarkB:  Does this mean the AP can allow legacy DCF? 
MatthewS:  If this particular traffic stream gets in trouble, it allows recovery. 
MathildeB:  Using EDCF for retransmissions. 
MatthewF:  Why not just allow this? 
MathildeB:  Because that would encourage abuse. 
MatthewF:  If HC needs to track anyway, then how? 
MatthewS:  It is a scheduler design issue – you shouldn’t have to do that in every 

AP. 
JohnF:  We have run out of time.  Is there a second? 
MatthewS:  Second. 
Jon Rosdahl (JonR):  Should change to r1, even if that is only an author change. 
JohnF:  Is there any objection to change the motion?  I hear none. 
JohnF:  Is there any more discussion?  I see none.  This is a technical motion 

and passes with 17:0:12. 

5.4. Ad-hoc groups 

Ad-hoc group reports 
JohnF:  Are any more papers ready?  I see none.  I would like to invite the ad-

hoc leaders to report.  As a minimum I would like you to tell us the number of 
comments you are addressing, the number resolved, and the number 
remaining. 

RichardL:  Clause 9.1:  Document 339;  have 111 total (though a lot are editorial 
and a lot fixed by another group); we have covered 4 and fixed 2 so far. 

KeithA:  Clause 11.2:  There are 28 comments that still haven’t been resolved.  
Have since then resolved 3 and recognize the issues with a fourth one.  Will 
have a paper on these ready this afternoon and should have motions 
tomorrow morning. 

JohnF:  Srini is not here.  Can anyone report on that group?  I see no one.  We 
can either address more individual comments or go back to ad-hoc work.  Is 
anyone ready with a proposed resolution to an individual comment?  I see 
none.  If we don’t start this process by tomorrow, then July is unlikely.   

MatthewS:  So there is no session tonight? 
JohnF:  This is the last session today; we will get back together at 8 am tomorrow 

morning. 
JohnK:  Mathilde, were you going to make more presentations? 
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MathildeB:  Yes, but they have not been on the server four hours yet. 

5.5. Closing 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting for ad-hoc group work at 2:20pm. 

6. Wednesday Morning, May 14, 2003 

6.1. Opening 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:03am. 

6.2. Summaries 

Editor’s summary 
SriniK:  We have completed 60 of the comments.  If we include the ad-hoc, there 

will be 240 comments.  But there still are many more to go. 

Ad-hoc group summaries 
SriniK:  For frame formats there are 160 comments that need to be covered; 

about 60 of these will be easy, but we haven’t gotten to them yet. 
KeithA:  There’s a high probability that we can get through all of our comments in 

this session. 
RichardL:  Things are going slowly; we probably will be able to address only 

about 20% of them in this session. 
JohnF:  We might cover more of these in the general TGe session.  Is anyone 

who is working out which comments are closed? 
SriniK:  I am doing that. 

Red Comment Procedures 
MatthewS:  I am still in favor of bringing forward the red comments and doing 

those soon.  If no one else does it, I’ll go through them to sort them out. 
JohnF:  What MatthewS will be doing is asking for acceptance of the red 

comments, whether he agrees to them or not.  Then we can vote on and 
close those comments, since, if they don’t get 75%, they’ll be declined.  Then 
we will have to wait to see of the commenters accept those comments.  This 
seems like the most fair way to move forward.  I personally welcome Matt’s 
suggestion to work through that process and put an end to those long 
debated items.   

JohnF:  Are there any papers ready who will address groups of comments? 
JohnK:  I will have one ready tomorrow. 
JohnF:  I see no one else who has a paper.  We are shifting to people who are 

ready to address individual comments. 

Document 03/020r6, Comment 88, John Kowalski 
JohnF:  I have one paper on an individual comment, one that took up a lot of 

bandwidth in New York.  This is “service interval/period should be per 
TSPEC”.  For doing this:  why eliminate multiple slices per station?  We want 
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the ability for sub-schedules per TSPEC; possible compromise; product 
differentiation.  I am against this:  if receive poll, queue mgmt is made difficult 
at the QSTA, and you have to report multiple queues; exponential 
dependence on number of things to be allocated; … {listed in 020r6} 
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6.2.4.16. 
6.2.4.17. 

6.2.4.18. 

6.2.4.19. 
6.2.4.20. 

6.2.4.21. 
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6.2.5.2. 
6.2.5.3. 
6.2.5.4. 

6.2.5.5. 
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6.2.6. 
6.2.6.1. 

6.2.6.2. 

MatthewS:  There are other similar comments that I have made. 
CharlesW:  Would like to see the list of other comments that are similar. 
JohnK reviewed comment 416. 
SriniK:  I believe Mathilde has a proposal on this.   
JohnK: I talked to Mathilde yesterday and she said she wouldn’t be doing that. 
MatthewS:  Please explain why you think this is not testable. 
JohnK:  How do I know over the air that a TSPEC will be honored? 
MatthewS:  You know how many TSPECs you got back from the AP, and you 

can just measure it. 
JohnK:  I would rather have as many things to measure performance as possible.  

It also allows for better control for hardware. 
AmjadS:  There is some thought for admission control for EDCF; how can that be 

coordinated? 
JohnK:  My short answer is that it’s a group problem, and that is an issue. 
MatthewS:  I believe that this is just asking for a little bit of flexibility and this 

allows a prioritized scheduler, which is not allowed in the current spec. 
Javier del Prado (JavierP):  To answer Matthew’s question: I can show you how 

to build a scheduler that does that. 
MatthewS:  If you can show me that, I’ll withdraw this question.  Can we defer 

this until later? 
JohnK:  I would like to ask for a strawpoll in the meantime. 
CharlesW:  In the comment there is no proposed resolution, just pros and cons, 

and there is no normative text shown. 
JohnK:  The options are:  decline comment with reasons stated in the “con” 

portion; wait until normative text on the issue (assuming a deadline is given); 
or abstain.  Vote for one. 

JohnF:  I count 2:14:8. 
JohnK:  This leaves the question:  Matthew, when do you think you will have 

normative text available on this? 
MatthewS:  Tomorrow. 
JohnK:  We will then bring this up again tomorrow. 

Red comments, 03/020r6, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  Comment 396 is mine; I move for the alternate resolution, which  is to 

adopt fixed PHY dependent EDCF parameters to be used in an IBSS. 
JohnK:  Second. 
RichardL:  Isn’t there a set of default values to be used in an IBSS? 
MatthewS:  The default is that there are defaults that can be changed at will by 

the user; I want these to be fixed. 
JohnK:  In favor: this seems like a good compromise. 
MatthewS:  If there is no more debate, I call the question. 
JohnF:  The motion is technical and passes with 21:1:3. 

Comment 1139 
MatthewS:  This is about clause 10.3.11.  Since this doesn’t request anything, I’m 

not sure why it’s marked red.  But I will put forward the motion:  “Comment 
accepted.  Instruct the editor to adjust the draft so that the HC is allowed to 
modify an existing TS.” 

RolfV:  Second. 
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SriniK:  Against.  This is again about an HC not tearing down…; an HC should 
not do that.  It should be up to the STA. 

MatthewS:  What happened in the resolution yesterday? 
SriniK:  The equivalent to “comment declined” passed yesterday. 
JohnK:  I am strongly against this as it makes things arbitrary. 
MatthewS:  Seeing no more debate, I call the question. 
JohnF:  The motion fails unanimously.  Since this is the first one of this type, 

Srini, what does this mean? 
MatthewS:  We need to come up with a specific response to each of these. 
SriniK:  I agree with Matthew and will do the editorial changes like this. 

Comment 108, 1019 and 1039 
KeithA:  This is in 11.2 and we will cover it in that group. 
JohnF:  Then we can cover that in that ad-hoc report. 

Comment 114 
MatthewS:  This is on definitions, starting with the CFP.  There is no comment on 

this and so I have no idea why this is marked red.   
SriniK:  I suggest we reclassify this as editorial. 
MatthewS:  Therefore I move to accept this and reclassify this as editorial. 
MatthewS:  Is there any debate on this?  Seeing none, can we accept this as the 

resolution? 
MatthewS:  I see no objections, so this resolution is passed. 
JohnF:  For interests of speed, I’m asking Matthew to ask for objections and 

votes.  Is there any objection?  Seeing none, that is what we will do. 

Comment 134 
MatthewS:  I see no recommended changes and move that it be reclassified as 

editorial. 
SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Is there any debate on this?  Seeing none, can we accept this as the 

resolution? 
MatthewS:  I see no objections, so this resolution is passed. 

Comment 451 
MatthewS:  Motion:  Change comment disposition to “Comment Accepted”. 
SriniK:  Second, for purposes of debate. 
SriniK:  I speak against this.  I do not believe there is much conflict or confusion 

in the current text. 
MatthewS:  Is there any objection to changing the motion to an alternate 

resolution?  Seeing none, Srini, do you have an alternate resolution as a 
motion to amend? 

SriniK:  Alternate Resolution:  “Instruct the editor to insert in the subclause 
defining QBSS saying a ‘a QBSS contains a QAP’.” 

MatthewS:  No. There’s a QIBSS that is different from a QBSS. 
CharlesW:  A QBSS must be an infrastructure. 
SriniK:  Currently it is only used that way.  If you look in the book, you’ll see the 

definition of a BSS as *only* an infrastructure.  So I would like to use the word 
“infrastructure” just to avoid that confusion. 

CharlesW:  I agree that this is a big problem. 
SriniK:  One option is to just define QBSS as infrastructure, or could just go 

through the document and always say “infrastructure” in each case QBSS is 
used. 
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MatthewS:  Second the amendment.   
JohnF:  I am going to ask people to vote first on the amendment.  This motion is 

procedural, and passes with 17:1:7. 
JohnF:  So that {the amended version} becomes the main motion.  This motion is 

technical and passes with 21:2:5. 
JohnK:  This resolution is creating a nomenclature that is at variance with the 

base standard. 
MatthewS:  This will still go through recirculation. 
JohnF:  I would ask Srini whether we have made it impossible to create the text. 
SriniK:  I see no problem. 

Comment 452 
MatthewS:  This is to remove the term QIBSS.  Move to accept this comment. 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnK:  Against.  We need to distinguish from legacy. 
SriniK:  I would like to decline, but the commenter has a point.  What do you call 

it?  I don’t exactly know what this means anymore.  Today we just define a 
QIBSS as an IBSS with at least one QSTA.  But I have no alternate solution. 

JohnK:  A QIBSS is an IBSS that delivers prioritized delivery of packets. 
CharlesW:  I see in the current spec that the definition is that an QIBSS is an 

IBSS in which one or more STAs supports QoS. 
MatthewS:  All in favor of this comment? 
JohnF:  The motion fails:  3:15:10. 
SidS:  If a motion fails, does that mean we automatically take the opposite side? 
MatthewS:  If the motion to amend fails, that means {there is no change} 
JohnF:  What we decided earlier this week is that a decline is the default that the 

text remains unchanged. 
SidS:  My understanding of the procedure is that, if we can’t come to consensus, 

we will leave it that way.  In this case we can come to a definite resolution to 
decline. 

JohnF:  I suggest that, if we run into that kind of case, take it up at that time. 
SidS:  Why don’t we immediately draft a new resolution to decline and then vote 

on that? 
JohnF:  If that motion fails, then we aren’t declining? 
SidS:  But we then can decline for a different reason. 
JohnF:  We agreed earlier this week that we would decline for a reason unless 

we definitely could not decline because we couldn’t come to an agreement. 
SidS:  I’m not real happy with the process, but I’m not going to protest. 

Comment 2 
MatthewS:  I move to make the resolution: ” Comment accepted.  Instruct the 

editor to add the requested paragraph.” 
SriniK:  Second for the purpose of debate. 
SriniK:  I suggest we change this to “Comment declined because it is outside the 

scope of the par.” 
MatthewS:  I believe we don’t have to say that when we say “Comment declined”. 
JohnK:  I agree with Srini.  If we know the resolution and have a consensus, then 

we should state that directly. 
SidS:  We should aim for approving a resolution whenever we can. 
MatthewS:  My goal is to put a clear resolution in the Minutes. 
SidS:  If you are going to bring them back for approval, that answers my 

concerns. 
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MatthewS:  Is there any more debate?  Hearing none, is anyone against adopting 
this unanimously?  Seeing one, we need to vote.   

JohnF:  This motion failed unanimously.  0:19:9. 

Comment 24 
MatthewS:  This comment is on clause 5.4.2.1.  Move to remove the last 

sentence, as requested. 
CharlesW:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Could someone read that paragraph from the spec? 
CharlesW:  Reviewed the paragraph on mobility types, movement within an ESS.  

The sentence to be removed is “In a QBSS, end-to-end QoS connections are 
maintained,…”. 

MatthewS:  In favor.  I believe the commenter is right; this is out of scope. 
SriniK:  I agree with both of you; we can’t make such promises. 
CharlesW:  Question: there is no promise to maintain QoS through roaming? 
MatthewS:  There are no "shall"s to this effect in the text. 
MatthewS:  Any other debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 

Comment 457 
MatthewS:  Motion:  Comment is resolved by the resolution to Comment 24. 
SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 

Comment 846 
MatthewS:  This is about a possible “QESS” term.   
SriniK:  The same resolution as before? 
MatthewS:  Any objection to making a motion on an alternate resolution?  Seeing 

none, I move “Alternate resolution.  Resolved by the deletion of sentence as 
resolution to comment 24.” 

SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 

Comment 853 
MatthewS:  This comment is to provide facilities which provide end-to-end QoS 

via the DS.  Keith do you have a comment on doing the same resolution? 
KeithA:  Fine.  Great. 
SriniK:  The same resolution as before? 
MatthewS:  Any objection to making a motion on an alternate resolution?  Seeing 

none, I move “Alternate resolution.  Resolved by the deletion of sentence as 
resolution to comment 24.” 

SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 

Comment 179 
MatthewS:  The problem is with multicast transmissions in a mixed BSS; the 

request is to allow the AP to transmit a single non-QoS copy of each multicast 
frame.  I move to adopt this as written. 

SriniK:  Friendly amendment:  replace “may” with “shall”. 
MatthewS:  So moved. 
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SriniK:  Move to table this motion. 
SidS:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any objection to adopting this move to table the topic?   
JohnF:  That motion is non-debatable. 
MatthewS:  Seeing no objections, this topic is tabled. 
CharlesW:   Do I understand that there is a document that covers this? 
MatthewS:  Document 03/312r0; we are waiting for Sid to make his comments on 

this (he’s a co-author). 

Comment 400 
MatthewS:  Move to accept this comment. 
SriniK:  Second. 
SriniK:  I move to postpone this motion.  New text needs to be drafted for the 

editor to include. 
MatthewS:  I’ll take the time to draft this text, if it won’t be rejected anyway. 
JohnK:  We debated in New York whether an autonomous TSPEC would satisfy 

this. 
MatthewS:  There is no way to implement a CFP to do this – have to specify a 

bandwidth.  There is no defined way to do that in the standard.  So my first 
choice is to have a TSPEC that can define bandwidth.  Strawpoll:  is there 
anyone who is fundamentally at odds with doing this?  I see none.  Will 
anyone will against this? 

JohnK:  If you include a way to schedule this, I won’t object. 
MatthewS:  I move to table this motion. 
JohnFuller:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion to table  is accepted. 

Comment 401 
MatthewS:  This is to create a default TSPEC.  Move to accept this comment. 
SriniK:  Second. 
SriniK:  I’m not necessarily against this.  First, we allow autonomous TSPECs, so 

this may be more of an implementation detail.  If no TSPECs are available 
then should be carrying traffic on EDCF. 

MatthewS:  Would you agree with an alternate resolution?  I am asking for a 
statement that an implementation can be done that way.  If carry traffic AC=0, 
then … 

SriniK:  *should* be generated to support. 
MatthewS:  Move to amend to:  “Comment Accepted.  Instruct the editor to craft a 

broad statement indicating the commenter intent with the exception that CF 
traffic carried by EDCF due to a shortage of TSPECs is mapped based on the 
802.1D user priority to the corresponding AC.” 

SriniK:  Second. 
MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this 

resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 
CharlesW:  What is the mapping to connect wired AP  traffic to a TSPEC? 
MatthewS:  You have a logical interface. 
CharlesW:  Including VLAN priority. 
MatthewS:  Any debate on this motion to amend?  Seeing none, does anyone 

object to adopting this motion to amend unanimously?  Seeing none, this 
motion to amend is accepted. 
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MatthewS:  So now the amended motion is the main motion.  Any debate on this 
motion?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this motion 
unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted. 

6.3. Closing 

Recess 
JohnF:  So we will meet next at 1:00pm.   
JohnF recessed the meeting at 10:00am. 

7. Wednesday Afternoon, May 14, 2003 

7.1. Opening 

Call to order  
JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:05pm 

7.2. Presentation of Papers 

Call for Presentations 
JohnF called for presentations. 
JohnF:  I see Thomas and Amjad. 

Document 02/592r1, WME Overview, Thomas Kuehnel 
ThomasK:  This is an update of a paper originally presented last year. 
ThomasK:  The motivation of WME is to avoid multiple proprietary solutions;  

these implementation guidelines should be a direct subset of 802.11e and 
provide a direct migration path to 802.11e. 

ThomasK:  This document addresses comments 267 (EDCF post-backoff); 184 
(admission control); 1101 (QoS parameter sets); and 164 ().  The scope is 
EDCF only, but does propose a number of bug fixes and other changes:  flags 
in QoS parameter elements, changes to TSPEC element, reducing the size of 
the QoS param element; new mapping of 802.1d priorities to ACs, and fixes a 
bug in EDCF post-backoff. 

MatthewS:  Point of Information: this document is not in to-doc-keeper, but in to-
be-fixed. 

SidS:  It also is in the working area. 
ThomasK:  We are looking for more input to fix bugs and would like to have 

discussions of this to improve the changes. 
ShugongX:  You’ve added a new media time field; how will this be used in a 

MAC? 
ThomasK:  This contains all the overhead including transmits and acks that a 

STA needs, per one second interval. 
ShugongX:  Already have a PHY rate and need a mean; those are available in 

the spec today, so why it this needed? 
MarkB:  The group felt that it was simpler to do it this way. 
AmjadS:  The document is WME; is this a replacement of the TGe draft? 
ThomasK:  Definitely not; it describes a subset of 802.11e that gives 

implementers immediate guidelines. 
AmjadS:  What is being asked of TGe as a body? 

Minutes         page 27 David Hunter, Vetronix 



May 2003                              doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/448r0 
7.2.2.14. 

7.2.2.15. 

7.2.2.16. 

7.2.2.17. 

7.2.2.18. 

7.2.2.19. 
7.2.2.20. 

7.2.2.21. 

7.2.2.22. 

7.2.2.23. 

7.2.2.24. 

7.2.2.25. 

7.2.2.26. 
7.2.2.27. 
7.2.2.28. 
7.2.2.29. 
7.2.2.30. 

7.2.2.31. 

7.2.2.32. 
7.2.2.33. 
7.2.2.34. 

ThomasK:  The first action is to provide feedback; this document should provide 
specific implementations of the 802.11e specification.  TGe should be done 
by next year, but companies are already implementing.  We took EDCF as a 
subset, since it is not controversial at all. 

MatthewS:  I understand you’re trying to create a self contained document, but a 
lot of these features should be contributed to TGe that contain  specific 
recommendations to TGe. 

JohnF:  I want to second Matthew’s suggestion:  if you are going to have a 
motion to adopt something, it needs specific text to be included in the TGe 
draft – there is no way for us to use your document at it stands now.  Please 
pick up the comments you want to resolve and then suggest the specific 
changes that are needed. 

MathildeB:  A request: we would appreciate it if you made technical presentations 
that explain what you are doing and what changes you need, and give us time 
to study your proposal. 

SidS:  There was a question about what the TGe is being requested to do.  The 
WME document hopefully holds together; we can work out the mechanics of 
motions to TGe; these might be motions for certain changes in 802.11e.  Do 
you concur with that Thomas? 

ThomasK:  Yes. 
JohnF:  I would really prefer that we go the same way as with all other comment 

resolutions.  So we need specific recommendations with respect to specific 
comments and to make the changes in the current draft.  We need focused, 
pointed, short, exact changes. 

ThomasK:  Thanks for the guidance; we will prepare a contribution according to 
it.  We will show how everything ties together with this document, so that our 
document can be used as a guide.  We will have to fold back many of the 
unresolved comments back into this specification. 

Greg Chesson (GregC):  Need more guidance please.  For example, “fix bug in 
EDCF” will amount to nothing more than one sentence to change.  We can 
treat all of these issues that way.  They could be treated as one motion.  Or 
we could create separate documents with separate text proposals.  Should 
we make a number of small documents?  We probably want to have separate 
documents. 

JohnF:  I don’t disagree with your suggestions.  You need to identify the 
comments you are addressing, then to respond specifically to those 
comments.  We need to see a mapping from comments to specific 
resolutions. 

GregC:  Ok.  We can do that.  We think we have done that, but we’ll figure out 
what to do with that.  This general document was simply to present everything 
in one place. 

MatthewS:  I have no problem with cross-referencing the documents, as long as 
we can go comment by comment.  As long as you can do a 1 to 1 correlation, 
that’s the main thing to me. 

JohnF:  Any more discussion? 
SidS:  Would you suppose that there will be time tomorrow to cover this? 
JohnF:  Yes, especially if you give it direct comment-based specification. 
MathildeB:  There is no normative text in this document. 
JohnF:  I believe that there is a place for proposals; I will relax my guidance that 

we meet the four-hour rule for these changes. 
AmjadS:  If the rules are that relaxed, I’m not sure we will have the time to do 

due-diligence. 
JohnF:  I would emphasize to get these changes in as soon as possible. 
MatthewS:  Point of order.  We need to follow the group rules. 
JohnF:  I’m going to follow those, but will allow some flexibility where it makes 

sense. 
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MathildeB:  It is very important to me to see normative text changes, exactly as to 
what words are being changed. 

JohnF:  Any more guidance to this group? 
KeithA:  When does this group expect to have inputs? 
ThomasK:  About 10am tomorrow; please also contact individuals offline to 

shorten the process. 
SidS:  I agree something needs to be done.  The document isn’t all that long; it 

may not be so difficult to get the gist of what’s going on there. 
KeithA:  The whole point of what we’re doing is to follow a process; I believe it is 

important to go through the exercise.  Otherwise it will haunt you through the 
next four meetings. 

MatthewS:  I disagree a bit with Sid here; I have read the document, but couldn’t 
be sure of what needs to be changed. 

ThomasK:  As the Chair proposed, we will have to do this work. 
MathildeB:   Will you and your colleagues be working offsite; what is the best 

place to get feedback to you?  Could I send you email directly? 
ThomasK:  To me directly. 
JohnF:  Any other comments?  I see none, so we move to Amjad’s paper. 
KeithA:  An aside to the group:  please see 03/380r0 for all of power save 

comment resolutions so far. 

Document 03/335r0, Schedule Element Synchronization, Amjad Soomro 
AmjadS:  This paper addresses comments 308, 739, 313 and 513.  The 

normative text is in 03/335r1.  
MatthewS:  This document should really be 03/335r1a. 
AmjadS:  This is about minimum and maximum service intervals and TXOP 

durations.  TXOP durations are in terms of microseconds.   
AmjadS:  The issues are, to maximize power saving, the chains of frames could 

be grouped together, and the 8 msec max TXOP size may fragment channel 
allocation while reducing power saving potential.  The second issue is the 
ambiguity in the start/end of a service period – specifically, if the response for 
the first frame is lost, the QAP and non-QAP QSTA may become 
unsynchronized. 

AmjadS:  The proposal is to fix the schedule element frame format and to add 
one bit to the QoS control field that indicates that this the last frame exchange 
sequence in this service period.  The reason for the 8 byte number is that it 
gives approx 30 minutes.   

AmjadS:  Also note that a slot can be moved around if one TXOP gets delayed; 
need fixed times at which syncs occur. 

AmjadS:  This proposal involves definitions of start time, service interval, max 
service duration and specification interval.  There can be multiple TXOPs 
occurring in one service period; also a max service duration can be less than 
a service interval. 

GregC:  The service period is per-station? 
AmjadS:  Yes, and is decoupled from the beacons. 
GregC:  Why didn’t you use absence of the More bit instead of inventing a new 

Last bit? 
AmjadS:  The current draft has independent power mechanism versus service 

mechanism.  The STAs that are going into power save wake up at beacons 
and then go back to sleep.  But the STAs need to remain awake during the 
whole service periods.  So having two mechanisms makes sense, because 
they may occur at the same time. 

AmjadS:  This proposal simplifies the schedule element, synchronized service 
periods, better power saving and less channel fragmentation. 
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JohnK:  I have a concern about this (besides that you have to do 4 msec for 
Japan):  you want to distribute as evenly as possible across the beacon 
interval.  Do you think the QoS Null frame is still needed after this? 

AmjadS:  Yes.  Still need that for its own uses. 
GregC:  Two questions:  this kind of schedule design is going to collide with the 

beacon, and the Last bit seems to be able to truncate to avoid that.  Why not 
just say “I’m going to give you N service intervals between beacons”?  That 
would never collide with the beacon.  Also:  these intervals also compete with 
each other, since they’re on different start periods.  Second:  things can get 
right shifted in time, and this is proposal is to walk things backward.  But what 
if things get left shifted – you might get polled early, all because of rate 
adjustment of the guys who are to be polled ahead of you.  Is it specified in 
the design that the schedule shall not left shift the service interval?  In that 
case it would limit the scheduler. 

AmjadS:  First answer: it will only collide if scheduler chooses an offset 
specifically to collide, because it knows those parameters, so can always 
choose not to collide. 

AmjadS:  Answer to the second question:  how does Greg propose to make a 
service interval longer than a beacon period? 

GregC:  It’s no harder to do than what you’re proposing to do. I was also asking if 
the spec requires no left shifts. 

AmjadS:  It’s always a fixed amount of time. 
GregC:  Then you could have wasted time between intervals. 
AmjadS:  Yes. 
GregC:  So you ignore that problem? 
AmjadS:  That’s a problem of the medium. 
GregC:  But then you’re trading off time that you might not be able to get back. 
MathildeB:  I prefer this proposal to the beacon-base one, because if you have 

more service times within a beacon interval, that limits what the service 
intervals can be. 

MarkB:  Last vs. More data bits.  More bit gets advertised by the AP.  But in this 
case, how do their meanings differ? 

AmjadS:  I believe that the More bit is not defined in current draft beyond the 
power save mechanism. 

MarkB:  If it were extended outside, then the concepts could be combined? 
AmjadS:  Perhaps, but these are different basic concepts. 
SidS:  If turned off the More bit, then that there are no more frames, when in fact 

there could be.  Is that an example of the differences? 
AmjadS:  Yes.  The feeling is that these are separate mechanisms.  The current 

draft does not take any space in the current field.  In this sense we are not 
creating a new bit. 

JM:  So you are using TXOPs? 
AmjadS:  That is exactly what we are trying not to do this time.  The Last bit does 

NOT indicate the end of the TXOP.  There is a legacy part of the other 
mechanism: what if they occur at the same time?  You want to indicate that 
the service period is still continuing (beyond the TXOP end).  This is simple to 
indicate the end of the service period.  There is no more poll. 

GregC:  There are some more bits we’re ignoring – including bits 8-15 that tell 
you the size of the service field.  Isn’t that saying I’m not going to poll you any 
more, because we’re close to TBTT. 

MatthewS:  But there are other things you could collide with. 
GregC:  Think you might rename this EOSP as “end of service period”. 
AmjadS:  Move that the editor be instructed to insert the changes shown in 

document 03/335r1 -- replacing the Schedule Pending field with the Last field, 
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and Minimum Service Interval is no longer there, and that STAs are awake at 
the beginning of the service period. 

7.2.3.38. 

7.2.3.39. 

7.2.3.40. 
7.2.3.41. 

7.2.3.42. 

7.2.3.43. 
7.2.3.44. 

7.2.3.45. 
7.2.3.46. 

7.2.3.47. 
7.2.3.48. 

7.2.3.49. 
7.2.3.50. 

7.2.4. 
7.2.4.1. 

7.2.4.2. 
7.2.4.3. 

7.2.4.4. 
7.2.4.5. 

7.2.4.6. 

7.2.5. 
7.2.5.1. 

7.2.5.2. 
7.2.5.3. 

7.2.5.4. 

7.2.6. 
7.2.6.1. 

7.2.6.2. 
7.2.6.3. 

KeithA:  Personally I believe we don’t need the Last Frame bit.  But more 
importantly the power saving group has a different power saving solution.  I 
believe this has the same intent, so I need some guidance of what to do with 
the solution we already have.  We probably have no technical differences, but 
I’d like to know what to do with that proposal. 

CharlesW:  If this solves the other problem, then this proposal would be sufficient 
to solve that problem. 

KeithA:  I mainly want to make people aware of this problem. 
ShugongX:  I would suggest that we delay this decision and bring it up again 

tomorrow when Keith presents. 
JohnF:  Amjad, would you agree to divide the motion to take the one different 

piece out? 
KeithA:  The problem is that he can’t take that out without harming his proposal. 
JohnF:  Then I suggest making a decision now, and then tomorrow, if there are 

any differences, it can be brought up as a reconsideration. 
KeithA:  I’m fine with that. 
SidS:  I’m generally in favor of this, but because of its significance I would prefer 

to think about it until we take it up tomorrow. Do a strawpoll what to do? 
AmjadS:  I’m in favor of that. 
JohnF:  Strawpoll – tomorrow, today or abstain?  I count 14:5:5.  So based on 

that do you want to do it tomorrow. 
AmjadS:  I request the chair to allocate a time tomorrow. 
JohnF:  All right; then 1pm tomorrow. 

Comment 380, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  Three comments that we missed yesterday.  Proposed resolution is to 

decline the comment. 
JohnK:  Comments 93, 1009, 1024 address the same thing. 
SriniK:  Then I move:  Accept the recommended disposition for comment 380 in 

03/020r7 as the resolution to the comments 380, 93, 1009 and 1024. 
JohnFuller:  Second. 
SriniK:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, any objection to accepting this 

motion unanimously? 
JohnF:  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Comment 520, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  Move to accept the recommended disposition for comment 520 in 

03/020r7 as the resolution to this comment. 
JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

accepting this motion unanimously? 
JohnF:  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Comment 1109, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  Move to accept the recommended disposition for comment 1109 in 

03/020r7 as the resolution to this comment. 
JavierP:  Second. 
JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

accepting this motion unanimously?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted 
unanimously. 
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7.3. Closing 

7.3.1. 
7.3.1.1. 

8.1.1. 
8.1.1.1. 

8.2.1. 
8.2.1.1. 
8.2.1.2. 

8.2.1.3. 
8.2.1.4. 
8.2.1.5. 
8.2.1.6. 
8.2.1.7. 
8.2.1.8. 

8.2.2. 
8.2.2.1. 

8.2.2.2. 

8.2.2.3. 
8.2.2.3.1. 

8.2.2.4. 
8.2.2.5. 

8.2.3. 
8.2.3.1. 

8.2.3.2. 
8.2.3.3. 
8.2.3.4. 
8.2.3.5. 
8.2.3.6. 

Recess 
JohnF:  We’re out of time; this brings to an end today’s activities.  We’ll see you 

tomorrow.  The meeting recessed at 3:01pm. 

8. Thursday Morning, May 15, 2003 

8.1. Opening 

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

8.2. Presentation of Papers 

Discussion of papers to be presented 
JohnF:  Thomas will have a paper and a motion after lunch. 
MarkB:  Documents 412r0 is the normative text for that presentation, Document 

414r0 is a spreadsheet of the resolutions. 
ThomasK:  Documents 592r0 to 592r3. 
JohnK: Have a paper ready this morning. 
SriniK:  I have three more papers. 
AmjadS:  I am open for other papers. 
KeithA:  Will present before AmjadS. 
MatthewS:  Will be ready after 1:00pm. 

Documents 384r2, 385r1, Surplus Bandwidth Allowance, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  These papers have been on the server since about 1:00pm; the latest 

version has been on the server since 5:00pm yesterday.  This paper 
addresses comments 185, 337, 301, 952 and 509. 

JohnK:  TSPEC parameter SBA is a 2 octet field.  Not using application rate, 
because would be done differently per application. 

JohnK:  Deficiencies in the current draft: 
Response to comment 509 is text change in 7.3.2.15; see Document 

385r1.  For response to comment 309, accept that comment and place 
in the parameters.  Text changes in 7.3.2.15 also resolve comment 
509. 

JohnK:  Need minimum amount by which TXOP duration is later. 
JohnK:  Also need later to add informative text. 

Comment 185, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  Motion:  Instruct the task group to decline comment 185 with the 

resolution {given in Slide 11 of 03/384r2}. 
JohnF:  Any friendly amendments? 
Garth Hillman (GarthH):  Should substitute for the word “glom”. 
JohnK:  Ok. 
SidS:  Should be “To decline comment 185…” 
JohnK:  So final version is: 
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8.2.3.6.1. 

8.2.3.7. 
8.2.3.8. 

8.2.3.9. 
8.2.3.10. 

8.2.3.11. 
8.2.3.12. 

8.2.3.13. 

8.2.3.14. 

8.2.3.15. 
8.2.3.16. 
8.2.3.17. 

8.2.3.18. 

8.2.4. 
8.2.4.1. 

8.2.4.2. 

8.2.4.3. 

8.2.4.4. 
8.2.4.5. 

8.2.4.6. 

8.2.5. 
8.2.5.1. 

8.2.5.2. 

8.2.5.3. 
8.2.5.4. 

8.2.5.5. 
8.2.5.6. 
8.2.5.7. 
8.2.5.8. 

 Motion:  To decline comment 185 with the resolution {given in Slide 11 
of 03/384r2}. 

JohnF:  Any second for the motion? 
SidS:  Second.  Also:  there are two factors that you want to distinguish:  protocol 

overhead versus OP size.  If you have long frames, extending transmit OP will 
not be sufficient; then you will just need more transmit OPs. 

JohnK:  I didn’t want to overload the TSPEC. 
SidS:  But you do have corner cases in which you may not be able to handle long 

frames. 
JohnK:  I would hope that would be handled elsewhere. 
GregC: Is there a way of including a factor that would help the scheduler with 

surplus bandwidth? 
JohnK:  If the fudge factor is insufficient, then you would do an add TS and 

modify it. 
GregC:  There is no way now for client to tell the AP how much it has.  Could 

some of these problems be solved by adding a max retry count?  Then the AP 
can calculate a desired retry count, and that could replace SBA.  For our 
proposal that comes up later we might consider that. 

AmjadS:  Amendment:  Add the word “acceptable” rather than “desired”. 
GregC:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

adopting this amendment?  Seeing none, this amendment is adopted 
unanimously. 

JohnF:  So the amended motion is now  the main motion.  Is there any further 
discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  
Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Comment 509, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  As a further response I added text to mention what the leftmost bit 

means, that it really is an excess time, and that it is a dropped packet rate. 
JohnK:  Motion:  Accept comment 509 with the alternate resolution {given in Slide 

12 of 03/384r2}. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, does anyone 

second this? 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any 

objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted 
unanimously. 

JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 
adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Comment 301, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  Motion:  Accept comment 509 with the alternate resolution {given in Slide 

12 of 03/384r2}. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, does 

anyone second this? 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any 

objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted 
unanimously. 

CharlesW:  When can there be less than one? 
JohnK:  When are packets  being dropped? 
CharlesW:  What does the scheduler do then?  Underallocate the bandwidth? 
JohnK:  I suppose it could. 
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8.2.5.9. 

8.2.6. 
8.2.6.1. 

8.2.6.2. 

8.2.6.3. 
8.2.6.4. 

8.2.6.4.1. 

8.2.6.5. 

8.2.6.6. 
8.2.6.7. 
8.2.6.8. 
8.2.6.9. 
8.2.6.10. 
8.2.6.11. 
8.2.6.12. 
8.2.6.13. 
8.2.6.14. 

8.2.6.15. 

8.2.6.16. 

8.2.7. 
8.2.7.1. 
8.2.7.2. 
8.2.7.3. 
8.2.7.4. 
8.2.7.5. 

8.2.7.6. 

8.2.8. 
8.2.8.1. 

8.2.8.2. 

8.2.8.3. 

JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 
adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Paragraph 9.10.2, John Kowalski 
JohnF:  Instruct the editor to replace the paragraph in 9.10.2.4.3 beginning with 

“During any time interval…” with the paragraph given in Slide 9 of 03/384r2 
{now r3}. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, does 
anyone second this? 

CharlesW:  That is the wrong paragraph number. 
JohnK:  It is somewhere in 9.10.2.  So will change that to 9.10.2.  So the motion 

now becomes: 
Instruct the editor to replace the paragraph in 9.10.2 beginning with 

“During any time interval…” with the paragraph given in Slide 9 of 
03/384r3. 

JavierP:  Would like to remove the reference to “SBA” here, in order to transmit 
MSDUs. 

JohnK:  The key is “receive” rather than “transmit”. 
JavierP:  Needs to say “to transmit all MSDUs”. 
AmjadS:  How about saying “all retransmissions”? 
JohnK:  Modifying text to “including retries”.  
JohnK:  I just want to normatively provide QoS here. 
JohnF:  I hear no more friendly amendments.  Is there a second? 
Yohshihiro Ohtani:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion? 
AmjadS:  If max retry limit is 5, does that mean the allocation should be five times 

the bandwidth needed? 
CharlesW:  You only retry when needed.  You don’t want to make sure it gets 

received, you want to make sure it gets transmitted. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Discussion of further presentations 
JohnF:  Any other presentations? 
RichardL:  I have another. 
JohnF:  Some of the same material that Thomas is going to present? 
RichardL:  I don’t think so. 
JohnF:  To further the activities, I have instructed Srini to construct a document 

with all of the “yellow” comments.  Then I will ask all of you, as individuals to 
review these for half an hour.  Then will ask the assembly whether there are 
any problems with any of them.  If there is a block that no one has any issues 
with, then we will treat those as a block and try to pass those as a block. 

SriniK:  One announcement.  There were motions on CFB and DLP; I would like 
to make the motions documented in 03/395r0 and 03/396r0 later today. 

Document 03/380, Remaining Clause 11.2 Resolutions, Keith Amann 
KeithA:  The same comment is in comment 106 and two others I’ll treat later.  

There is no requested change.  It is clear from the text and the PICS that 
APSD is optional.  The recommended resolution is to state that it is optional 
and that nothing has been requested. 

KeithA:  Comment 200.  We want to have an alternative resolution to clean up 
the text. 

KeithA:  Comment 235 is declined because this station is not permitted to be in a 
power saving mode. 
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8.2.8.4. 

8.2.8.5. 
8.2.8.6. 

8.2.8.7. 

8.2.8.8. 
8.2.8.9. 

8.2.8.10. 
8.2.8.11. 
8.2.8.12. 
8.2.8.13. 

8.2.8.14. 

8.2.8.15. 
8.2.8.16. 

8.2.9. 
8.2.9.1. 

8.2.10. 
8.2.10.1. 

8.2.10.2. 

8.2.10.3. 
8.2.10.4. 
8.2.10.5. 

8.2.10.6. 
8.2.10.7. 
8.2.10.8. 
8.2.10.9. 

8.2.10.10. 

8.2.10.11. 
8.2.10.12. 

8.2.10.13. 

KeithA:  Comment 361 is accepted and the new text will establish a service 
period as the starting point of when the servicing occurs. 

KeithA:  The resolution for comment 805 is same as for comment 361. 
KeithA:  The resolutions for comments 1017 and 1037 are the same as for 

comment 106. 
KeithA:  Comments 108 is declined because the benefits of the mechanism 

outweigh the cost of implementation.  But this one is red, so we will come 
back to this one separately.  There are two more red comments that are 
identical to this one. 

KeithA:  Comment 164 is accepted with a reference. 
SriniK: There is no action response defined.  So you will need to define the 

action. 
KeithA:  Then we will need to craft the final editorial changes with the editor.   
KeithA:  Motion: to adopt all of the comments in this document. 
JohnF:  Second. 
KeithA:  Is there any discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 
KeithA:  Motion: to adopt the comment resolution for comment 108 and the other 

two identical comments in red in this document. 
JohnF:  Second. 
KeithA:  Is there any discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Announcement of new document 422r0 
SriniK:  The new yellow-comments document is 422r0 and is on the server.  

These are from 03/063r6. 

Continuation of Document 03/335r1, Amjad Soomro 
AmjadS:  This is a follow up of the presentation yesterday; we are doing this after 

the presentation by Keith. 
AmjadS:  Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in 

document 03/335r1 in the TGe draft. 
JohnF:  Any friendly amendments? 
MathildeB:  Is there any way to indicate the end of a service period? 
AmjadS:  Can use the More bit at times.  There also are some other proposals 

for using the More bit, as Keith mentioned yesterday.  I do not know of 
anything else. 

MathildeB:  Could use a Null frame? 
AmjadS:  No, Null frame indicates the end of the transmission. 
Jie Liang (JieL):  Can use More bit to go into power saving mode? 
AmjadS:  In one case the More bit can indicate that can go into power saving 

mode.  Can go into sleep mode because service period has ended.  You want 
to end the service period so that station can do whatever else it needs to do.  
The main point is that the two mechanisms should remain independent of 
each other.  Linking them causes ambiguity of the More bit. 

GregC:  I think you’re right, but the current normative text does not indicate why 
the Last bit is needed and the More bit can’t do it, and we’re likely to get 300 
comments on why don’t you use the More bit for this.   

AmjadS:  I agree that more text needs to be added.  We will need to do that later. 
KeithA:  I have the same concern as Greg.  We need to state exactly the cases 

where this is to be used.  I support what Amjad has here, but we need to 
include clarifications. 

AmjadS:  I think we need to include that the normative text does not say why it 
needs to work that way. 
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8.2.10.14. 

8.2.10.15. 
8.2.10.16. 

8.2.10.17. 

8.2.10.18. 

8.2.10.19. 
8.2.10.20. 

8.2.10.21. 
8.2.10.22. 

8.2.10.23. 

8.2.10.24. 

8.2.10.25. 
8.2.10.26. 

8.2.10.27. 
8.2.10.28. 
8.2.10.29. 
8.2.10.30. 
8.2.10.31. 
8.2.10.32. 
8.2.10.33. 

8.2.11. 
8.2.11.1. 

8.2.11.2. 
8.2.11.3. 
8.2.11.4. 
8.2.11.5. 

8.2.11.6. 
8.2.11.7. 

8.2.12. 
8.2.12.1. 
8.2.12.2. 

SidS:  I support this motion; if we want more text, we can come back and add 
that later. 

GregC:  Let’s just do that before it goes out to letter ballot. 
JohnK:  Greg just scared me.  We’re going to recirculation ballot and the amount 

of time we have to change this is limited. 
CharlesW:  How does that affect the resolutions that we just adopted that Keith 

just had? 
KeithA:  Amjad has now rewritten the sentence that we just changed.  I don’t 

think there is an technical problem. 
SriniK:  Ok, so I can make further changes. 
MarkB:  There is no nice summary to say what the station is supposed to do if 

these two bits are set oppositely. 
GregC:  The situation should be clear that the Last bit overrides the More bit. 
AmjadS:  This is right;  the Last bit indicates that the service period has ended; 

so both are independent mechanisms. 
JieL:  In your interpretation you only need the Last bit.  The More bit makes no 

difference to the operation of the station.  Even if the More bit is negative, the 
STA still has to wake up. 

AmjadS:  The end of service period means that the scheduler knows there is no 
more to be picked up.  Then the More bit is not going to help in this case, 
since the More bit is closely tied to qstate.  I think you are tying schedule to 
power save mode; I think these are two separate mechanisms. 

MarkB:  What other reasons do you need this other than power save? 
AmjadS:  For example, if you have traffic queued up to be delivered, the last 

TXOP would indicate that this is the end of the service period.  In that case 
the STA has to wait until the next service period.  So this clarifies the use of 
the Last bit as independent of the power save. 

MarkB:  So then the Last bit is  for uplink and the More bit for downlink. 
AmjadS:  Yes. 
CharlesW:  The bit should be called “End of Service Period” instead of “Last” bit. 
SriniK:  I agree with Charles, but that is an editorial change I can handle later. 
JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Hearing none, is there a second? 
GregC:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any more discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any 

objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted 
unanimously. 

Q-Ack Capability Bit, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to empower the editor to request from the ANA the capability bit 

for “Q-Ack” and the Element ID for the Information Element “Action Header 
Element”. 

JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second? 
SidS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Any discussion? 
CharlesW:  This bit already is accepted?  Is the purpose of the bit that the client 

can indicate that it can receive a piggyback ack?  
SriniK:  Yes.  Plus some other uses. 
JohnF:  Is there any more discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question 

is called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this 
motion is adopted unanimously. 

IE Random Data Element, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to delete the Random Data Element from the current draft. 
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8.2.13.4. 

8.2.14. 
8.2.14.1. 
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8.2.14.3. 
8.2.14.4. 

8.2.14.5. 
8.2.14.6. 
8.2.14.7. 
8.2.14.8. 
8.2.14.9. 
8.2.14.10. 
8.2.14.11. 

8.2.14.12. 

8.2.15. 
8.2.15.1. 

8.2.15.2. 
8.2.15.3. 
8.2.15.4. 

8.2.16. 
8.2.16.1. 

GregC:  Had something to do with probing. 
SriniK:  The problem now is that the usage of this bit is not detailed in the draft, 

so I’m moving to remove it. 
JohnF:  Is there any more friendly discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
GregC:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is 

called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this 
motion is adopted unanimously. 

DLP-Probe, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to remove all references to DLP-Probe from 

the draft. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
GregC:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is 

called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this 
motion is adopted unanimously. 

Comment resolutions on 03/395r0, Srini Kandala. 
SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to accept the resolutions to the comments in 

03/395r1, the resolutions given in the recommended disposition of the 
corresponding row as the response of the group.  Further instruct the editor to 
incorporate the changes suggested in 03/395r1. 

JohnF:  Before I ask for a second, any suggested clarifications?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

JohnK:  Second. 
CharlesW:  So you’re providing alternate resolutions.  I believe we should say 

why. 
SriniK: Can you empower me to do that? 
CharlesW: I don’t know. 
SriniK:  Change the recommended dispositions to include. 
CharlesW:  Motion to amend the motion to r1. 
JohnF:  Is there a second? 
CharlesW:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this amendment?  Hearing none, is 

there any objection to adopting this amendment?  Hearing none, this motion 
to amend passes. 

JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting the amended motion?  Hearing none, 
the amended motion passes unanimously. 

Document 03/396r0, DLP, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to accept the resolutions to the comments in 

03/396r0, the resolutions given in the recommended disposition of the 
corresponding row as the response of the group.  Further instruct the editor to 
incorporate the changes suggested in 03/396r0. 

JohnF:  Any clarifications necessary?  Hearing none, is there a second? 
JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion 

passes unanimously. 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting for the morning break at 10:01am. 
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Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:35am. 

Group ACK -- Comment 342 and Document 03/119r0, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I made this comment and promised to submit a document; this document 

has been on the server since January. 
SriniK:  Part of the changes are “originator” to “initiator” and “recipient” to 

“responder”. 
RichardL:  Does this text cover buffer size? 
SriniK:  Yes. 
SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 342 by responding with comment “Comment 

accepted. “ 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
MathildeB:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Comment 896, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  This comment on Immediate Acks was accepted in March, but it now is 

confusing, with respect other changes.  With this change this bit is duplicating 
one of the two bits in QoS control. 

SriniK:  I move to change the resolution of comment 806 to “Comment declined.  
The functionality is already provided in the Ack Policy in QoS Control.  
Furthermore, the group believes that the gains achieved through this change 
are either none or at best insignificant.” 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Clause 7.1.3.1.10, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to remove all the changes made to 7.1.3.1.10 and restore it to the 

text in the base standard.  Further instruct the editor to remove all the 
references to the No Ack subfield (not the no acknowledgement value of the 
Group Ack police subfield in QoS control) in the TGe draft. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Review of 03/422r0 and short recess 
JohnF:  Are there any further papers to be presented?  Hearing none, I believe 

we should review document 03/422r0 until 11:20am when that block motion 
will be taken up. 

JohnF recessed the meeting (until 11:20) at 10:53am. 

Re-opening 
JohnF re-opened the meeting at 11:15am. 
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Comments marked in yellow, document 03/422r0, Srini Kandala 
JohnF:  How many comments in this group? 
SriniK:  20. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion on any of these 20 comments, before we make a 

block motion on them? 
SriniK:  781 and 436, 185, 195, 376, 888, 983, 88, 416 and 503. 
JohnF:  All right these need to be discussed further. 
JohnK:  Also 427. 
CharlesW:  427 is not in that list – it’s red. 
JohnK:  I move to accept the resolutions to the comments listed in document 

03/422 with the exception of the following comments:  781, 436, 195, 370, 88, 
888, 983, 416, 185, 1126, 503. 

JohnF:  JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing 
none, is there a second? 

SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Comment 436, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended change proposed in comment 436 

as the resolution to comment 436. 
JohnF:   Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Comment 781, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  The ad-hoc group voted to decline this comment because this behavior is 

not allowed, so I move to accept the recommended change proposed in 
comment 781 as the resolution to comment 781. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Comment 774, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended disposition (“Alternate resolution 

provided by comment 435 and comment 436.”) proposed in comment 774 as 
the resolution to comment 774. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

CharlesW:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?   
CharlesW:  Isn’t there a related comment by Matthew Fischer? 
JohnK: I thought so, but couldn’t find it. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 
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Comment 376, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  For 376 the group recommended waiting for a proposal by Mathilde. 
MathildeB:  I move to accept the recommended disposition of comment 376, as 

documented in 03/422r1, as the resolution to comment 376.  
SidS:  Point of order.  In 03/371r0 I don’t see any change bars. 
MathildeB:  I made a new document. 
SidS:  There are no normative text changes marked here. 
MathildeB:  I might have done the procedure in the wrong way.  An earlier 

document was accepted by the group, with changes.  So that is now 
03/371r0. 

SidS:  Yesterday we had a long discussion of having normative text in the right 
form. 

SriniK:  In the spirit of moving ahead, I suggest that Mathilde and Sid talk about 
this offline. 

JohnF:  So this motion would not be in order, let’s move on to the next. 

Comment 793, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  This is similar to comment 781, by the same commenter.   
SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 793 by responding with “Comment 

Accepted.” 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly changes? 
CharlesW:  Point of information:  this isn’t in the yellow comments document? 
SriniK:  I mistakenly left it out of the comments listed there. 
AliR:  What’s the point of this? 
SriniK:  The ad-hoc group misread the comment.  {SriniK reviewed clause 

9.10.2.3.2 on channel busy indications.} 
CharlesW:  My recollection is that you can’t assume that just because you have a 

CCA you have an ACK. 
SriniK:  There are some differences as to what is happening; no one will 

randomly send this. 
CharlesW:  Right. 
Partho Mishra (ParthoM):  You are proposing here that if CCA is busy it should 

not get error recovery? 
SriniK:  What is being proposed is to accept the recommended change:  “Allow 

TX recovery after SIFS if medium busy with no RX.START.” 
GregC:  What STA are you talking about? 
SriniK:  An HCF station with polled TXOPs. 
GregC:  It’s clear that is definitely a failure.  You are getting into hardware 

explanations here, and you can’t explain everything. 
SriniK:  Agreed.  I was not planning to go into a detailed explanation. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
MatthewS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 

8.3. Closing 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting at 12:01pm until the afternoon session. 
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9. Thursday Afternoon, May 15, 2003 

9.1. Opening 

9.1.1. 
9.1.1.1. 

9.2.1. 
9.2.1.1. 

9.2.1.2. 

9.2.2. 

9.2.2.1. 

9.2.2.2. 
9.2.2.3. 

9.2.2.4. 

9.2.2.5. 
9.2.2.6. 
9.2.2.7. 
9.2.2.8. 
9.2.2.9. 

9.2.2.10. 

9.2.2.11. 
9.2.2.12. 

9.2.2.13. 
9.2.2.14. 

9.2.2.15. 
9.2.2.16. 
9.2.2.17. 

9.2.2.18. 
9.2.2.19. 
9.2.2.20. 
9.2.2.21. 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:10pm. 

9.2. Presentation of Papers 

Agenda review 
JohnF:  First we have the presentation by Thomas; also, Matthew has asked for 

some time. 
JohnF:  There is a disclaimer.  I want to let everyone know that the company that 

sponsors me is part of the group whose recommendations Thomas is 
representing in this paper.  If anyone has a comment on that, please make a 
point of order on the matter. 

Documents 11-02-592r1a, 03/412r0, Proposed Changes, Thomas 
Kuehnel 

ThomasK:  The proposed changes are adding flags to and reducing the size of 
the QoS Parameters Element, changes to the TSPEC element, new mapping 
of 802.1d priorities to ACs, and fixing one to two EDCF bugs. 

MatthewS:  What EDCF bugs? 
GregC:  There is a +1 slot time that shouldn’t be there, and there is an addition 

clarifying text about post backoff closing a loophole. 
ThomasK:  Clause 6.1.1.3, Access Categories.  The proposed change is to 

preserve AC 1 for best effort and to use AC 2 for Video. 
MatthewS:  Is this the mapping from 802.1d now? 
ThomasK:  I believe so. 
JohnK:  What about user priority 7 – are management frames sent at that AC? 
ThomasK:  Yes. 
ThomasK:  About Clause 7.3.2.14 on the QoS Parameter Set element:  it can 

save a lot of beacon space to put this kind of element in.  The format changes 
are described in Figures 6 and 7. 

MarkB:  this mainly is a format change, except CWmin/max are now powers of 
two (stand for exponents). 

MathildeB:  I still would have to put in an admission request? 
MatthewS:  If you are doing any kind of interrupted traffic, if you were to use 

admission control in the traffic, it would get downgraded. 
MarkB:  If you couldn’t estimate, you’d have to downgrade. 
ThomasK:  If we want to have a guarantee for a management frame, we’d have 

to define a TSPEC with a low throughput. 
MatthewS:  Even if you already have a TSPEC associated with it? 
ThomasK:  Yes. 
ThomasK:  Next change is in Table 20.1.  What used to be category 0 is now 

category 1.  Everything is now moved down one line and it now uses a very 
long AIFS for differentiation. 

JavierP:  For 0 then can use a very long frame. 
ThomasK:  You can’t prevent a b station from transmitting that frame. 
MatthewS:  These are default values. 
CharlesW:  But they become fixed in a QIBSS. 
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GregC:  But we’re much less worried about what happens in an IBSS. 
MatthewS:  Need to reshuffle the bits here; there may be other requests to use 

that bit. 
SriniK:  4.3 shows the current state. 
GregC:  In 4.3 that definitely is a reserved bit. 
MarkB:  TSPEC element: adding a new field to the end of the element format.  

There are new paragraphs being added to 9.10.1.4. 
MatthewS:  Rather than add a bit, should use a TID field rather than a TSID. 
SriniK:  That’s a good idea. 
MarkB:  Agreed. 
GregC:  The change in 9.10.1.5 is related to post-backoff. 
SriniK:  The other change is in bullet b), where aSlotTime is deleted.  This is a 

small fix from various members. 
MarkB:  There is a new section after 9.10.1.5 basically describing admission 

control.  Using TSPEC to signal.  Also a scheme is described to rate limit the 
traffic:  each second a counter is initialized and then is decremented.  This is 
a way to let a frame span across a boundary. 

JohnK:  Are there conditions and a mechanism that allows an AP to issue the 
equivalent of a null TS – so that it could stay up as long as you like? 

MarkB:  There is a 9.10.2 comment that was resolved for this. 
JohnK:  Anything similar here? 
SriniK:  The related text in 11.4 covers this. 
GregC:  There is no TGe default activity timer. 
SriniK:  There is an unspecified, and that is zero. 
GregC:  The AP gets to pick one, and that mechanism still applies here. 
MathildeB:  If there is an EDCF station that has a lot of traffic to upload, it may 

lower the request level, but that may not be efficient. 
MarkB:  The short answer is that there can be intelligence there, but we aren’t 

specifying it. 
MarkB:  The next change is the addition of the table. 
JavierP:  There are problems with DLP here. 
GregC:  DLP provides many problems.  You just have to live with the oddities. 
ThomasK:  You must request only what you really need. 
MarkB:  The purpose of this admission control is not to protect from voice traffic. 
MathildeB:  But it does. 
MarkB:  The main purpose is to protect this traffic from itself. 
MathildeB:  Admission control protects you from too much high priority traffic; 

EDCF prioritization protects you from other EDCF traffic. 
MatthewS:  My simulations have shown that as long as there is a limit on the high 

priority traffic, the high priority traffic has no problems with the other traffic. 
ThomasK:  Admission control limits the total number of high priority calls, and the 

resource management is in units of time. 
AmjadS:  Limiting by AC is a simpler mechanism. 
MathildeB:  But it still has other complications. 
ThomasK:  I couldn’t have said it better.  Would like a straw poll on how many 

people would support this. 
AmjadS:  I believe this should be taken up in July.  You can’t remove admission 

control now. 
ThomasK:  This proposal is not to remove it, but to substitute something else.  

Strawpoll:  Would you support a motion to incorporate the text described in 
03/412r0? 

JohnF:  I count 21 yes: 10 no: 4 abstain. 
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MarkB:  Are there any specific comments that would change your No vote to 
Yes? 

AmjadS:  Split the proposal. 
MarkB:  So in the Summary (02/592r1a) split the top two bullets from the bottom 

three? 
MatthewS:  Perhaps. 
ShugongX:  Need more time to review, especially to see if conflicts with our 

implementation. 
MarkB:  I believe the admission control piece is a separable piece.  Also no AP 

would require you to have a policy on all categories.  I view this as an 
addition. 

MatthewS:  There is an amount of editorial cleanup needed. 
ShugongX:  Sharp already has an implementation, but from our point of view it is 

a big change.  In the next meeting we may agree, or, if this change is made, 
in the next meeting we may need to change again. 

MathildeB:  Please consider the definition of AIFS in the backoff rules. 
JohnF:  To the proposers, please continue soliciting changes.  If you have 

changes that would change votes, then I won’t hold you to the four hour rule, 
since we’ve received adequate discussion of this proposal on the floor. 

ThomasK:  Please come to any of us for questions and clarifications.  I realize 
that the main objection is the lack of time to evaluate adequately. 

AmjadS:  We would also like to sort out the differences of external versus internal 
collisions. 

MatthewS:  One other suggestion:  make sure all comments have not already 
had resolutions.  If any, then need to adjust to address those. 

SidS:  The editor is aware of those resolutions, and he hasn’t had a problem so 
far. 

JohnF:  If you have to come back later on a decision, it has to be a 
reconsideration. 

Gunnar Nietsche: To clarify Amjad’s question:  item d) hasn’t been changed for 
other changes we have made since draft 4.3. 

MarkB:  This is just copied from draft 4.3.  
SriniK:  The text as modified using 020r6 and 020r7 would still be using this 

same text for d).  I do not know of any conflicts between this proposal and 
changes that have occurred since Draft 4.3. 

MathildeB:  There should be something in this draft saying some kinds of traffic 
are exempted. 

GregC:  That’s fine with us. 
SidS:  Is Matthew satisfied with his concerns? 
MatthewS:  Yes. 
JohnK:  After Matthew’s paper I’d like to take a strawpoll. 
JohnF:  Will schedule that. 
SriniK:  Have placed 433r0 and 435r0 on the server. 

Document 03/415r1/2, Per Stream Schedules, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:   I realize other people want aggregation capability, so I have made 

that primary; this proposal is secondary to that.  So I’ve added an aggregation 
to the TSPEC, also a Schedule Info field to the Schedule element, and a 
requirement that, if an AP does aggregate streams for a QSTA, then all 
streams on that QSTA must be aggregated (all or nothing).  Changes are 
shown in clause 7.3.2.1.5 and 9.10.2.4. 

MathildeB:  When is aggregation desirable? 
MatthewS:  One example is power save. 
MathildeB:  Why not just manage per stream schedules for that? 
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MatthewS:  Some people believe that aggregate schedules are easier to 
manage. 

SriniK:  Do you want to use a reserve bit to indicate that this is for a particular 
TSID? 

MatthewS:  I’d love to do that, but doubt it would pass.  Will later take a straw poll 
about that. 

Isaac:  There is a polarity problem of bits in Schedule Info field. 
MatthewS:  I will change this here.  So the document will now become r2. 
MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  how many people would support this proposal? 
JohnF:  I count 14:0. 
MatthewS:  I move to adopt the changes identified  in 03/415r2 into the current 

TGe draft. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 

Strawpoll on distributed admission control, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  Assuming no parliamentary difficulties, who would favor removal of 

EDCF distributed admission control. 
JohnF:  I count 27:0:2. 
JohnK:  A motion to reconsider has to be in the same day. 
JohnF:  I thought it was the same session. 
MatthewS:  Looking up RRoO, the rules say one day and the motion was two 

days ago. 
JohnF:  So we now need a motion to rescind. 
MatthewS:  This requires 2/3 of those present. 
JohnK:  I move to rescind the decision (4.2.3.25 in the minutes) previously made 

on distributed admission control for EDCF. 
JohnFuller:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is this debatable? 
MatthewS:  Yes it is. 
CharlesW:  Can we review that previous decision now? 
JohnK:  The previous motion we’re referring to failed. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 

JohnK:  I move to instruct the editor to remove distributed admission control from 
the draft and all references thereto. 

SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting for break at 3:00pm. 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order again at 3:37pm. 
JohnF:  After Srini’s presentation I would like to follow the same process for the 

red comments as the yellow comments. 
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MatthewS:  The key difference between the red and yellow comments is that the 
red comments have no recommended dispositions. 

JohnF:  So you have to take them one by one. 

Document 03/435r0, , Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to accept the resolutions in 03/435r0 as the responses to the 

respective LB comments. 
SriniK:  These cover comments 70, 6, 7, 90, 169, 405, 907, 993, 1021, 1008, 

1044, 1155, 68 92, 245, 340, 518, 1023 – a total of 18 comments. 
JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 

there a second? 
AmjadS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  

Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is 
passed unanimously. 

Call for papers and issues 
JohnF:  Are there any other papers available? 
JohnF:  Are there any other issues? 
GregC:  Question about block ack; since  not acked, how long should it be held 

until you send it again?  There is no coverage for an uplink block ack.  Seems 
to make it impossible to support an immediate block ack.  Would like to work 
with anyone else who has been working on that. 

SriniK:  There is one comment about acking a block ack. 
GregC:  That may be sufficient to justify this check. 
MatthewS:  No ack for a block ack? 
GregC:  No, but that may be all we need. 

Comment resolutions on Clause 9.1, Richard Van Leeuwen 
RichardL:  Have only 5 comments addressed anew, but many have been 

covered by other groups.  This is from document 03/339r1. 
RichardL:  There are three comments shown in green in this document.  

Comment 407 is already covered by another group.  Comment 148 resolution 
is same as for comment 158.  The comment 149 resolution is same as 
comment 1257. 

RichardL:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions of the comments 407, 
148 and 149 in Document 03/339r1. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 

any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

More Clause 7 Comment  Resolution, Document 03/063r6, Srini 
Kandala 

SriniK:  There are sixteen comments here (all marked green in this document):  
304, 305, 306, 307, 505, 508, 510, 732, 733, 734, 951, 952, 1051, 1103, 1104 
and 905.  {Srini reviewed each.} 

SriniK:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions of the comments marked 
green in 03/063r6 as the responses to the respective LB comments. 

JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is 
there a second? 

MatthewS:  Second. 
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JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there 
any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed 
unanimously. 

Review 
JohnF:  Between Srini and Matthew we currently are trying to make a count of 

how many comments have been resolved so far. 
MarkB:  The main feedback from the people who voted negatively is that they 

need more time, so any update on our proposal is unlikely. 
GregC:  However they are working on that now, so there is a chance. 
AmjadS:  What is the process from now on about red comments? 
JohnF:  If anybody has any proposals on the red comments, please write up 

some suggestions.  Otherwise I don’t think it will be worthwhile to just discuss 
the comments themselves in the general group. 

MatthewS:  But if we have no proposed solutions, we are going to have to 
discuss them someday. 

JohnFuller:  If there are no proposed solutions, we can reject them. 
JohnF:  And then we have to find if there are any advocates for a position on 

them. 
SriniK:  For everyone’s information, the document is 03/433r0. 

Recess 
JohnF:  Are there any objections to a short recess, until 5:00pm, to see how far 

the discussion group gets on the proposal and whether anyone can review 
the red comments?  Hearing none, we are in recess.   

JohnF recessed the meeting for a short break at 4:20pm. 

Call to order 
JohnF called the meeting to order at 5:00pm. 
JohnF: Does anyone want to move on with the red comments? 
MathildeB:  I’d like to make a presentation. 

Documents 306r0 and 107r2, Enhanced APSD, Mathilde Benveniste 
MathildeB:  The normative text is in 107r2.  My coauthor is Keith Amann;  this is 

a modification of an earlier proposal we wrote with Bob Meier.  This 
addresses the comments 164, 201, 203, 204, 371, 391, 0906, and 1073.   

MathildeB:  The objective is an enhanced APSD power saving mechanism that 
can be used efficiently both while a STA is in standby and when actively 
transmitting or receiving.  Currently a power saving STA designates wakeup 
times at a fixed beacon spacing and wakes up to listen to the TIM field in the 
beacon.  This works well for standby because the traffic is light.  But if multiple 
stations wake up together, that battery life is wasted.  Long delay and jitter are 
due to wakeup periods that are multiples of beacon intervals. 

MathildeB:  The proposed enhancement is to add the options: 
STA specifies in TSPEC the wakeup period and start time (which 

staggers the calls). 
AP either accepts and modifies the wakeup schedule or denies the 

request. 
Works both polled and contention modes. 

MathildeB:  This proposal works both for better power consumption and reduced 
delay and jitter.  The schedule element needed has already been voted in 
through another proposal today. 

MathildeB:  I move to adopt the normative text in doc 03/107r2, except those in 
7.3.2.19 and 11.2.1.10 (because they have been adopted already).  Any 
questions? 
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RichardL:  What about removing {??} .  That would make one mechanism rather 
than two. 

KeithA:  We’ve been avoiding touching that and have been avoiding tweaking the 
frame formats. 

MathildeB:  Also for standby you want to be on the beacon. 
CharlesW:  The APSD bit is there to tighten the schedule – but what happens if 

that time is occupied by other traffic?  Is there any normative behavior about 
that? 

KeithA:  The text in 11.2 talks about waiting until getting its first beacon. 
AmjadS:  What really matters to the client is to be awake at different times, but 

does it really matter when the client requests to startup? 
MathildeB:  The start time is there because the STA might not be ready to 

receive on this. 
SriniK:  The idea is that there might be some time before the application is ready 

to start. 
MatthewS:  From an application point of view we can minimize the delay and 

jitter on voice frames. 
AmjadS:  How does the app know about the set time? 
KeithA:  The TSPEC goes all the way up through the MLME interface. 
JohnK:  In 107r2, how do you go from power save mode to awake mode? 
KeithA:  That’s in 802.11-1999. 
ParthoM:  Does it also require an AP to respond to polls? 
JavierP:  What about the modification of the APSD element? 
MathildeB:  This is r2 of the document. 
JohnF:  Strawpoll:  How many would favor this proposal?  I see more than 75% 

in favor.  Are there any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a 
second? 

KeithA:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion? 
MatthewS:  Call the question. 
JohnF:  This motion is technical and it passes with a vote of 19:6:7 

9.3. Closing 

Recess 
JohnF recessed the meeting at 5:31pm. 

10. Thursday Evening, May 15, 2003 

10.1. Opening 

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

Agenda review 
JohnF:  This is the concluding meeting of this session.  What we have left is old 

business, new business and whether we are going to have a new draft.  I 
doubt we are going to have any discussion of recirculation.  But we will 
discuss any activities between now and the next meeting. 
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JohnF:  Old Business.  Are there any topics on Old Business?  If anyone has 
earlier technical motions, I’d like to entertain those.  Is someone ready to 
make motions?  John (Kowalski), you were ready to make some motions 
before Mathilde’s presentations. 

JohnK:  I need a half an hour to delete from the comment file the ones that don’t 
pertain to explicit admission control.  We need also to include about 30 
comment numbers. 

JohnF:  Is that relevant to a motion? 
JohnK:  Yes.  I want to present a motion for about 30 comments. 
JohnF:  Anything else under Old Business? 
SriniK:  I’m writing resolutions for two red comments that were declined 

yesterday. 
JohnF:  Can you show us where we are before we begin the technical work?   
SriniK:  I can give a clue of where we are. 
JohnF:  As long as you can tell us how many we’ve solved and how many 

technical comments are left. 
JohnF:  We have had several teleconferences and they were quite successful.  

The teleconferences went through 80 comments.  Of course the face-to-face 
meeting covered another 120.  Are there any comments on teleconferences?  
Or, besides teleconferences and face-to-face meetings, is there anyone who 
is willing to solve a number of comments on their own?  I see no takers for 
that idea.  Is there any interest in a face-to-face meeting?  I see this is a 
monologue so far.  Are there any interests in teleconferences?   

SriniK:  I think they are quite useful. 
JohnF:  Anyone against teleconferences? 
JohnF:  I see no one against.  Anyone for an ad-hoc? 
SriniK:  I believe it would be a good idea. 
JohnF:  Anyone want to speak against an ad-hoc?  I see no one against.  The 

July meeting is on July 21st.  If we do an ad-hoc about June 23rd, how many 
people can possibly attend?  I count about 4.  How many people will likely 
attend if it’s the week of June 23rd. I count 4.  If another week?  I see 3 more 
people. These are the most likely options. 

SriniK:  Earlier we had 470 comments left, and now, roughly, about 300 – 325 
comments are left.  The last ad-hoc did about 120 comments. 

JohnF:  So it seems that the rate is about 125 per session.  So we will have to go 
at least to September for a recirculation ballot.  We really need someone to 
take on a bunch of comments. 

RolfV:  A lot of the people who are in the teleconferences were not in the room. 
MatthewS:  You can add Amjad, Javier and me to the list. 
JohnF:  Srini, are there comments we haven’t looked at, at all? 
SriniK:  At least over 100 of them, probably the majority of what is left. 
JohnF:  Since I have no individual who volunteers to help in any other fashion, 

we are looking at September.  I’d like to avoid that; really need to go out in 
July.  If we do nothing different, then we will need at least the September 
session.  Some new people have come in; so let me ask how many now could 
attend an ad-hoc meeting the week of the 23rd of June, assuming location is 
not a problem?  I count 7 people still.  Who wants to suggest a motion of 
having an ad-hoc? 

MathildeB:  I think we have picked off the easy comments.  Whatever remains 
now will be too hard for a small group to do.  A small ad-hoc would not be 
worthwhile. 

MatthewS:  What ones haven’t we looked at? 
SriniK:  At least ones on 7.4 and 7.5 in Frame Formats. 
MatthewS:  Other than clause 9, I doubt there is much controversial there.  So an 

ad-hoc could make progress. 
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JohnF:  Is there anyone who would volunteer to be the host? 
SidS:  If Keith doesn’t want to do it, I could go see if we (Raleigh, N.C.) could 

host.  But no promises. 
MathildeB:  I will find Keith to see if he is still interested. 
KeithA:  I believe that I could probably host, but need to confirm.  How many 

people? 
JohnF:  Colorado it is, then.  If there are changes we will have to figure that out 

later.  There will be about 9 people there, including you and me. 
JohnF:  Let’s start with the teleconferences.  The Announcement at the plenary 

will be:  Start June 4.   
SidS:  But we have standing orders to have teleconferences until we go to 

sponsor ballot. 
JohnF:  Good.  Let’s keep the same time.  Srini will continue to host the meeting.  

Thank you Srini. 
JohnF:  Now about the ad-hoc meeting. 
SriniK:  Start Monday. 
JohnF:  Ok: 

June 23 starting at 2pm through June 26, ending at 4pm. 
Location: Boulder, Colorado 
Host:  SpectraLink. 

JohnK:  Is there a motion on this? 
SriniK:  I so move. 
JohnK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to 

adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously. 
JohnF:  Are there any other new business items?  Hearing none, then John may 

present. 

10.2. Presentation of Papers 

Removal of Distributed Admission Control, John Kowalski 
JohnK:  This is the resolution that goes with the removal of distributed admission 

control.  This includes all the comments that say “remove distributed 
admission control”.  There are 58 comments covered in this motion. 

JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions for document 03/437r2 
as resolutions to the comments referenced therein, with the exception of 
comments 869 and 883. 

JohnF:  Are there any clarification questions?  
MarkB:  What about the first in the list? 
JohnF:  That would be solved by this. 
CharlesW:  What did we vote on earlier? 
JohnK:  We voted to remove distributed admissions control, but this is the 

document that really does it. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there a second? 
SriniK:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so 
the motion passes unanimously. 

Comment 452, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  So we still have about 290 comments left.  In the meantime, comment 

452 is to remove the term “QIBSS”. 
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SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 452 with the recommended disposition of 
“Comment declined.  The definition clearly states what makes an IBSS a 
QIBSS.” 

JohnF:  Do I have a second? 
SidS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  

Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion 
passes unanimously. 

Comment 2, Srini Kandala 
SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 2 with the recommended disposition of 

“Comment declined.  Beyond the scope of the PAR.” 
JohnF:  Is there any friendly discussion?  Hearing none, do I have a second? 
MatthewS:  Second. 
JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  

Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion 
passes unanimously. 

10.3.   Discussion of Red Comments 

Discussion of comment 666, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
SriniK:  I speak against it.  I believe the point is that we have 8 priorities, so what 

do you map legacy to?  We need to do a lot more than what the requester is 
suggesting.   

MatthewS:  I think we can make an alternate resolution. 
JohnFuller:  I think we should decline the comment.  It is beyond the PAR. 
JohnK:  We should decline the comment.  It is beyond the PAR. 
SriniK:  We really need to provide a mapping. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 1:7:12. 

Discussion of comment 923, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
JohnK:  I can’t figure out what he’s saying, so I’m going to vote against it. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  It fails 0:7:10. 

Discussion of comment 402, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
JohnK:  TIDs 8-15 are for QoS; how get that in a non-QoS BSS? 
MatthewS:  This is an odd situation.  It should be polled data, so the proposal is 

to do something with it.  This is just an error condition. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 3:11:8. 
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Discussion of comment 476, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  This is on subclause 7.3.4.1.  I move to accept the Recommended 

Change in this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
JohnK:  Comment 927, below it, suggests the opposite; so whatever we vote on 

this should have the opposite effect on 927. 
JohnFuller:  No, you can decline both. 
SriniK:  I tried to bring this up in March and it failed, so I believe we should 

decline this comment also. 
SidS:  We don’t need one per TID, but just one per queue.  I would propose an 

alternate resolution in which we would have one sequence counter per TID. 
MatthewS:  How do people feel about that? 
SriniK:  I believe that one sequence counter per TID per station is not that 

complicated. 
AliR: I agree with Srini. 
MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  how many people would support Sid’s proposal?  Sid, 

there’s no way we will pass that. 
AmjadS:  If this motion passes, would there be changes in the draft? 
MatthewS:  Yes, it would require changes. 
JavierP:  It seems the comment is recommending one per…only when the group 

ack is used;  is that what SriniK is proposing? 
SriniK:  No; I am proposing no change to the draft. 
JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 0:12:5. 

Discussion of comment 927, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
SriniK:  My comments on this are already in the minutes. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 3:11:8. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 0:15:7. 

Discussion of comment 253, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment with the recommendation to see 

Comment 166. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Is there any objection to this motion?  Seeing none, this motion 
passes unanimously. 

Discussion of comment 427, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
AliR:  I support this; this will help enable the scheduler. 
JohnK:  I support this. 
SriniK:  I believe you need two capability bits. 
MatthewS:  The extended capability bits have been removed.  You can bring it 

back, but it is gone now. 
JohnFuller:  Does this make it an option for the HC? 

Minutes         page 51 David Hunter, Vetronix 



May 2003                              doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/448r0 
10.3.7.8. 
10.3.7.9. 
10.3.7.10. 

10.3.7.11. 
10.3.7.12. 

10.3.7.13. 
10.3.7.14. 
10.3.7.15. 
10.3.7.16. 
10.3.7.17. 
10.3.7.18. 
10.3.7.19. 

10.3.8. 
10.3.8.1. 
10.3.8.2. 
10.3.8.3. 
10.3.8.4. 

10.3.8.5. 
10.3.8.6. 
10.3.8.7. 
10.3.8.8. 
10.3.8.9. 

10.3.9. 
10.3.9.1. 

10.3.9.2. 

10.3.9.3. 
10.3.9.4. 
10.3.9.5. 

10.3.10. 
10.3.10.1. 

10.3.10.2. 
10.3.10.3. 

10.3.11. 
10.3.11.1. 
10.3.11.2. 

10.3.11.3. 
10.3.11.4. 

AliR:  Yes. 
BobbyJ:  I believe you should pick time. 
SidS:  An alternate resolution would be to stick it in the Info Elements rather than 

the capability bits. 
MatthewS:  Which Info Element? 
SidS:  I move to amend this to: “Instruct the editor to implement this solution 

using a new information element rather than capabilities bits.” 
SriniK:  Friendly amendment:  add “also move the Q-Ack bit here.” 
MatthewS:  Second. 
MatthewS:  All in favor of this amendment? 
JohnF:  The motion to amend passes unanimously:  14:0:11. 
JohnFuller:  I am concerned with the HCs  
MatthewS:  All in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  I count 10:1:11 , so the motion passes. 

Discussion of comment 856, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
SriniK:  I believe you already can do this. 
KeithA:  How can you?  There’s no way through MLME or anything but group ack 

to tell it to send with no ack.  There’s no way to define the no ack. 
SriniK:  Ok.  Maybe we can work on it. 
MatthewS:  If we decline the comment, it might be solved by another proposal. 
GregC:  We could make an alternate recommendation. 
SriniK:  It is not in the list of that recommendation. 
MatthewS:  So we’ll put this one on hold. 

Discussion of comment 291, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment.  (Since the bit has been deleted 

already.) 
CharlesW:  Friendly amendment:  Add “The bit has been removed per comment 

107.”: 
MatthewS:  OK. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so 
the motion passes unanimously. 

Discussion of comment 1092, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to include the alternate resolution:  “Alternate Resolution.  

See resolution to comment IDs 88 and 166.” 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so 
the motion passes unanimously. 

Discussion of comment 180, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I don’t know how to interpret this with what we have today. 
GregC:  If the group adopts this, the client STA should indicate to the AP whether 

it can process this bit. 
SriniK:  I agree with that. 
MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  would anyone vote against that?  I see no one. 
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10.3.11.5. 

10.3.11.6. 
10.3.11.7. 

10.3.12. 
10.3.12.1. 
10.3.12.2. 
10.3.12.3. 
10.3.12.4. 
10.3.12.5. 
10.3.12.6. 

10.3.12.7. 

10.3.13. 
10.3.13.1. 
10.3.13.2. 
10.3.13.3. 

10.3.13.4. 
10.3.13.5. 

10.3.13.6. 

10.3.14. 
10.3.14.1. 
10.3.14.2. 
10.3.14.3. 

10.3.14.4. 

10.3.14.5. 

10.3.15. 
10.3.15.1. 
10.3.15.2. 
10.3.15.3. 

10.3.15.4. 
10.3.15.5. 
10.3.15.6. 
10.3.15.7. 

MatthewS:  I move to use the Recommended Disposition:  Alternate resolution.  
Instruct the editor to add a capabilities bit, “More Data Ack” to the element 
defined for comment ID 417.  Change the identified text to: “A QAP can set 
the more data bit in an ACK frame to indicate that it has a pending 
transmission for the station identified by the RA and the “More Data Ack” bit 
has been set in the TBDE (to be decided by the editor) element provided by 
the non-AP QSTA and APSD is enabled.  The More Data field is set to 0 in all 
other directed frames.” 

JohnFuller:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so 
the motion passes unanimously. 

Discussion of comment 84, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  I see no reason to add a TID to any of these frames. 
MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?   
GregC:  I believe we should dismiss this because it is no longer relevant.   
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Who is in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  I count  0:15:5.  This motion fails. 

Discussion of comment 52, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
SriniK:  I believe the comment seeks a different encoding of the bitmap.  It may 

be slightly more efficient, but it is too late to make such changes. 
AmjadS:  The advantages are not significant enough to warrant the change. 
 MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Who is in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  I count  0:17:6.  This motion fails. 

Discussion of comment 486, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
SriniK:  I believe the “Set Count” field provides some efficiency for encoding.  In 

some cases I believe you need this field. 
MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Who is in favor of this motion? 
JohnF:  I count  7:1:12.  This motion passes. 

Discussion of comment 547, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
MatthewS:  Sid, please ask Jin-Meng to separate his comments in the future.  

This really is four separate comments. 
SidS:  Can we defer this because its too long? 
MatthewS:  Let’s just make it white instead of red. 
JohnF:  You don’t need a motion to do that. 
MatthewS:  Done. 
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10.3.16. 

10.3.16.1. 

10.3.16.2. 

10.3.16.3. 
10.3.16.4. 

10.3.16.5. 

10.3.16.6. 
10.3.16.7. 

10.3.16.8. 

10.3.16.9. 
10.3.16.10. 

10.3.17. 
10.3.17.1. 

10.3.17.2. 
10.3.17.3. 

10.3.17.4. 
10.3.17.5. 

10.3.18. 
10.3.18.1. 
10.3.18.2. 
10.3.18.3. 
10.3.18.4. 

10.3.18.5. 

10.3.18.6. 

10.3.18.7. 

10.3.19. 
10.3.19.1. 

Discussion of changes from Schedule Pending Bit, Matthew 
Sherman 

MatthewS:  Now that the schedule pending bit is gone, we need to take up 
comments 107, 1018, 1038 again. 

MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for comment 107 to “Comment 
accepted.”. 

SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
 MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, 
this motion is adopted unanimously. 

MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for comment 1018 to “Comment 
accepted.”. 

SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
 MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, 
this motion is adopted unanimously. 

MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for comment 1038 to “Comment 
accepted.”. 

SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
 MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, 
this motion is adopted unanimously. 

Discussion of comment 1124, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to resolve this comment with the resolution “Alternate 

resolution.  See comment 409.” 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
 MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 

question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, 
this motion is adopted unanimously. 

BobbyJ:  What document is in that alternate resolution? 
MatthewS:  03/330r1. 

Discussion of comment 911, Matthew Sherman 
MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment. 
SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion. 
JohnK:  It is unclear what he means by “highest priority” here. 
GregC: There is a problem here; if the other HC is accessing this with PIFS, 

they’ll collide.  Need to access with some super high priority.  I feel the 
Recommended Change is inadequate instruction to the editor.  This should 
not be mandatory behavior; it should be adaptive behavior. 

SidS:  I believe he is saying two separate things:  there is an optional backoff; 
and you should not rely on AIFS of zero. 

MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the 
question.  Who is in favor of this motion? 

JohnF:  I count  0:19:3.  This motion fails. 

Ad-hoc meeting, Keith Amann 
KeithA:  I have not received confirmation about the ad-hoc meeting.  {Will update 

everyone on the reflector.} 
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10.4. Closing 

10.4.1. 
10.4.1.1. 

10.4.1.2. 

Session close 
JohnF:  The time is up, so this session is over.  Hearing no objection, this 

session is closed. 
The session closed at 9:33pm. 
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Annex A, Comment Resolution Process, John Fakatselis 

 
COMMENT RESOLUTION PROCESS 

 
 

Papers 
Ad-Hoc groups 
Individual Comments 

 

     Papers 
At the beginning of every session papers will be reviewed and motions for 
resolutions will be addressed immediately after the paper presentation. 
  

Time to present 10 min. 
Discussion limited to 10 min. prior to seconding the motion. This will 

allow for “friendly” amendments. 
Discussion limited to 5min. after motion is seconded. 
Resolution passes if 75% approval 
If no 75% approval comment is declined with a note due to lack of 

consensus. 
 

Ad-hoc groups (~ 250 comments) 
Frame Formats clause 7 
EDCF clause 9.1 
Power save 11.2 

 
Ad hoc groups to operate during recess of the TG. 
Presentations of their results consistent with A above. 
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Individual comments. 
To be addressed when not in recess for the Ad-hocs 
A specific resolution needs to always be prepared and shown on the 

screen. 
Discussion for 5 min. prior to seconding . This will allow for 

“friendly” amendments. 
Discussion limited to 5min. after motion is seconded. 
Resolution passes if 75% approval 
If no 75% approval comment is declined with a note due to lack of 

consensus. 
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Abstract 
 
Chair:  Matthew Shoemake 
Vice-chair:  John Terry 
Secretary:  Joe Mueller 
 
 
Wednesday May 14, 2003 
Session 1:  8:00-10:00AM 
 
Matthew Shoemake calls meeting to order. 
 
1. Matthew Shoemake presents status update from Document IEEE 802.11-03/325r1 

a. Reviewed April 2003 TGg Meeting in Austin, TX 
b. as of May 12, 2003, most current draft is 8.2 
c. Current schedule is in Document 11-03-75r6 

i. We are on the RevCom Agenda for June Session 
ii. Anticipated IEEE press release date Friday 6/13/2003 

d. Sponsor ballot recirculation on Draft 8.2 closes tonight (May 13, 2003) at 11:59 EST 
e. Preliminary voting status:  of the 10 NO voters from the previous sponsor ballot recirculation on Draft 

7.1, the following votes have been received: 
i. 5 Yes, 1 No, 4 Pending 

f. Jim Zyren: Is there time to do another recirc before the June RevCom meeting?  Matthew Shoemake:  
No, because of the May 2 deadline to get on the RevCom agenda is dependent on having started the 
recirc. 

g. Dick Allen:  What is the next available spot?  Matthew Shoemake, September. 
h. Dick Allen:  Is it possible for someone to keep bringing in new issues and delay the process 

indefinitely?  Matthew:  If they could perpetually raise new issues, they may. 
 
2. Matthew Shoemake presents tentative agenda:  Document 11-03-295 

a. Matthew would like to add Brian Mathew’s presentation of the proposed IEEE 11g completion press 
release to the agenda. 

b. Steve Hulford makes the motion to adopt agenda; Jan Bohr seconds the motion. 
i. No discussion:  Motion passes:  17/0/0 

 
3. The comment resolution document is:  Document 11-03-381r0 
 
4. Matthew Shoemake reviews IEEE IP policy 

a. Matthew Shoemake read Section 6 of “IEEE_SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards” 
b. Matthew Shoemake presented “Inappropriate topics for IEEE WG Meetings”. 
c. Chair encouraged early disclosure of patents 
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d. Chair asks if anyone knows of any patents or would like to submit a letter of assurance regarding any 
patents that may pertain to the work of the TGg – no response from committee 

 
5. Review and approve minutes from previous meeting 

a. Minutes of the April 2003 Ad-hoc meeting of the TGg in Austin, TX (Document 11-03-284) 
b. Motion to adopt agenda by Dick Allen; seconded by Joe Sensendorf 
c. No discussion, no objection – adopted by unanimous consent. 

 
6. Matthew proposed the group to break up into ad-hoc groups for off-line comment resolution 

a. Matt Fischer to lead ad-hoc to resolve MAC comments 
b. Steve Hulford to lead ad-hoc to resolve Clause 19 comments 
c. No comments on Appendices 

 
7. Matthew Shoemake talked with Stuart Kerry to gain more insight if we should miss the June 12th date.  The 

RevCom does have an accelerated process, although this is new and may have bugs.  The accelerated process 
only appears to be at RevCom.  Thus, the RevCom decision may be delayed by only 1.5 months rather than the 
typical 3 months.  However, the standards board does not have an accelerated process and does not meet until 
September.  Thus, the standards body could not accept the standard until then and thus a 3 month slip appears to 
be the minimum time that the standard would slip if not approved to go forward here. 

 
 
Wednesday May 14, 2003 
Session 2:  10:30-12:00AM 
 
1. Group continued in ad-hoc groups working on comment resolution. 
 
 
Wednesday May 14, 2003 
Session 3:  1:00-3:00PM 
 
1. Brian Mathews presented Document 11-03-343  

a. Proposed IEEE press release to coincide with the approval of the 802.11g Draft by RevCom (tentative 
date – June 13, 2003) 

b. IEEE has the final say on contents of the press release; so this may change before being issued.  
However, this is our opportunity to influence the press release. 

c. Several editorial changes were made. 
 
2. Continued comment resolution in the ad-hoc groups. 
 
 
Wednesday May 14, 2003 
Session 4:  3:30-5:30PM 
 
1. Started MAC related comment resolution – see Document 11-03-381r0 

a. At this point in time, all technical comments are in the MAC section and all are from Mike Moreton 
b. Matt Fischer to lead the group through all the technical comments and their proposed resolutions as 

determined in the ad-hoc.  In particular, Rows 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 16, 19, 20, 21 and 22 were 
presented.  There was no further discussion and no approvals sought at this time.   

c. Comment on Row 4 was withdrawn by the commenter 
 
2. Matthew Shoemake reported that Mike Moreton has requested that all his technical comments submitted on 

Draft 8.2 be withdrawn.  All comments on previous ballot resolutions shall remain. 
a. At this point in time, there are now no technical comments on Draft 8.2. 

 
3. Matthew Shoemake reported that Doug Sanderson has voted yes. 
 
4. Matthew Shoemake:  We can reject editorial comments so that the draft does not change (requirement of 

RevCom) but pass a list of editorial changes to IEEE Standards for consideration in the final IEEE edited 
version. 
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5. Started editorial comment resolution – see Document 11-03-381r2 

a. Carl Andren presented editorial comments and their proposed resolutions. 
b. Accepted comments will not be reflected in the draft but rather will be placed in a separate document. 
c. All comments will be rejected for inclusion into the draft. 
d. Chair asked if there are any objections to rejecting all comments – none,  

i. accepted the rejection of all editorial comments by unanimous consent 
 
6. Matthew Shoemake proposed we recess till 8am – no objection – accepted. 
 
 
Thursday May 15, 2003 
Session 5:  8:00-10:00AM 
 
1. Matthew Shoemake:  provided update of voting status at close of letter ballot 
 
2. MAC ad-hoc reconvened to address James’ MAC related comments.  Clause 19 ad-hoc convened to address 

James’ Clause 19 related comments. 
 
 
Thursday May 15, 2003 
Session 6:  10:30-12:00AM 
 
1. Matt Fischer presents proposed MAC resolutions 
 

a. Row 13:  Status codes:  This is not a new issue.  The previous resolution is provided. 
 
b. Row 17:  Regarding MLME_Join.request primitive.  Reclassified as editorial as the issue is the 

interchanged ‘-‘ and ‘_’.  Terry Cole noted that this is prevalent throughout 802.11 (1999), 802.11a 
(1999) and 802.11b (1999). 

 
c. Row 18:  Transmission rates for control frames.  This is not a new issue and was addressed previously 

and thus no longer exists in Draft 8.2. 
 

d. Row 19:  Hidden node issue where in RTS-CTS, the CTS is not seen.  Reclassified as editorial.  
Further classified as invalid as the clause has not been changed for several revisions with the exception 
of relocation of the clause. 

 
e. Bill Carney noted that we are paraphrasing the rules but that perhaps we should point to the rule itself.  

Matthew committed to proving where the rule is and being able to point to it upon demand. 
 

f. Row 20:  Similar response as to Row 19, although the ad-hoc did see some validity in the comment 
and acknowledged that a slightly better phrasing is possible.  To avoid recirculation and delay, it was 
decided to reject based on the same reasons as Row 19. 

 
g. Row 21:  Similar response as to Row 19 – the text has existed for several revisions. 

 
h. Chair asked if there is any objection to rejecting all comments – none.   

i. All comments rejected by unanimous consent. 
 
2. Steve Halford presents proposed Clause 19 resolutions: 
 

a. Row 22:  Regarding maximum input power.  Reject based on the fact that this comment was addressed 
in previous letter ballots.  Previous resolution was provided. 

 
b. Row 23:  Regarding coexistence.  Same resolution as Row 22. 

 
c. Row 24:  Comment was previously accepted and should be reclassified as editorial 
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d. Row 25:  Comment was addressed in a previous sponsor ballot and also should be reclassified as 

editorial. 
 

e. Row 26:   This comment is repeated from a previous sponsor ballot. 
 

f. Row 27:  Comment on spectral mask.  Repeat of a previous comment. 
 

g. Row 28:  Repeat of a previous comment that was accepted.  This comment should be reclassified as 
editorial.  Dick is concerned that the original comment was technical and questions if we can simply 
reject it and reclassify as editorial.  Terry Cole suggests that we change the position of the task group 
regarding the original resolution.  Dick would like to see us state that it is rejected based on the fact 
that it is not substantive.  We will return to this after lunch. 

 
 
Thursday May 15, 2003 
Session 6:  1:00-3:00PM 
 
1. Continued Clause 19 comment resolution. 
 

a. Row 28:  Returning to this comment. Chair stated that the inclusion or non-inclusion of this text would 
not technically change the meaning of the draft and thus rules it as editorial.  Proposed to reject 
comment. 

 
b. Reviewing resolution to Row 24 to determine if it also is editorial.  Chair rules that this is editorial. 

 
c. Dick Allen asked if changing technical to editorial does not require a recirculation ballot.  Chair 

indicated that it does not. 
 

d. Chair asks for unanimous consent to accept all comments on clause 19, technical and editorial.  No 
objection, adopted by unanimous consent. 

 
2. All comments have been rejected and Draft 8.2 remains unchanged.  Carl Andren will assemble a list of 

editorial changes for the IEEE to consider when finalizing the recommendation. 
 
3. Dick asked whether the result of Mike Moreton withdrawing all comments is like they were never submitted.  

Chair, yes because the ballot had not officially closed yet. 
 
4. Session recessed for 55 minutes.  To return to session at 2:30pm. 
 
5. Matthew Shoemake:  Several members had a conference call with James Gilb during the recess.  As a result, 

James agreed to withdraw comments Gilb 10, 11, 12, 15 and 19.  James Gilb sent the following email to 
confirm withdrawal of his comments 

 
> From: "James P. K. Gilb" <gilb@appairent.com> 
> Date: Thu May 15, 2003  2:18:26  PM US/Central 
> To: "Matthew B. Shoemake" <shoemake@ti.com>, "stuart.kerry"  
> <stuart.kerry@philips.com>, d.ringle@ieee.org 
> Subject: Withdrawn comments on P802.11g, second sponsor ballot  
> recirculation. 
> 
> All 
> 
> This email is to inform you that I withdraw the following comments  
> from my no vote on the P802.11g second sponsor ballot recirculation.   
> My vote remains no with comments. 
> 
> Gilb10        neg     18      9.10    22      technical       The new sentence in this draft  
> indicates that the STAs would use 'alternative protection mechanisms,  
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> or to revert to alternate modulation methods.' yet these are not  
> defined anywhere in the standard.     Define the alternative modulation  
> methods or alternative protection mechanisms that are to be used when  
> STAs experience problems with  non-ERP STAs resetting the NAV. 
> 
> Gilb11        neg     18      9.10    25      technical       The new sentence in this draft uses  
> 'may only' when it appears that the desired behavior is mandatory, not  
> optional.  'may' is used to indicate optional behavior.  However, 'may  
> only' seems to indicate that the behavior is mandatory.  As the  
> sentence is constructed, it isn't clear to the implementer if the  
> behavior is optional or mandatory.  This would clearly cause  
> interoperability problems for implementers who took differing views of  
> the text.     Either change 'may only' to 'may'  and add 'only' between  
> 'modulation' and 'for' to indicate that the behavior is optional or  
> change it to 'shall only' to indicate that the behavior is mandatory.   
> If the behavior is mandatory, it is probably best to state that the  
> ERP-OFDM modulation shall not be used for the first fragments of the  
> exchange sequence. 
> 
> Gilb12        neg     18      9.10    25      technical       The new sentence in this draft ('If a  
> protection mechanism ... and control response.') indicates that a  
> fragmented frame is not allowed to use the ERP-OFDM modulation for the  
> first fragments of the frame, but rather only for the last fragment.  
> This would decrease the data rate for a fragmented transmission  
> dramatically (possibly by 1/5) for the first fragments.       Delete the  
> sentence.  The data rates for the protection mechanisms are handled on  
> the same page in the paragraph on lines 1-6. 
> 
> Gilb15        neg     26      19.3.2.3        9       technical       (Comment Gilb48 in first sponsor  
> ballot) Only ERP STAs can generate PHY RX_END indications (which isn't  
> the correct name either). The response was supposed to be "accept",  
> but the edits were not made. Without the correction, the draft  
> indicates that all STAs, even non-ERP STAs, would have to be able to  
> recognize ERP-OFDM frames, which is clearly impossible. In addition,  
> this technical comment was not listed as one of the unsatisfied  
> comments in either of the draft recirculations, yet it should have  
> been part of the unsatisfied comments.  I was not contacted prior to  
> the beginning of the first recirculation ballot to determine which of  
> my comments were unsatisfied.  As a consequence, not all of my  
> unsatisfied comments were provided with the balloting material.  
>       Change 'For ERP-OFDM frames, a STA shall generate the PHY RX_END  
> indication, ' to be 'For ERP-OFDM frames, an ERP STA shall generate  
> the PHY-RXEND.indicate, ' 
> 
> Gilb19        neg     53      19.9.4.3        1       technical       (Comment Gilb87 from first sponsor  
> ballot) The SQ value is not defined. The response from the TG   
> indicated that the requested text was to be added to the draft, yet it  
> was not added.  The current draft does not provide a definition for  
> this required parameter, so it is not possible to comply with this  
> requirement.  In addition, this technical comment was not listed as  
> one of the unsatisfied comments in either of the draft recirculations,  
> yet it should have been part of the unsatisfied comments.  I was not  
> contacted prior to the beginning of the recirculation ballot to  
> determine which of my comments were unsatisfied.  As a consequence,  
> not all of my unsatisfied comments were provided with the balloting  
> material.     Add text to the value colunmn that says 'The mapping of SQ  
> values to actual signal quality is implementation dependent.' 
> 
> James Gilb 
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6. 11-03-381R6 is the latest version of the standard.  No changes to Draft 8.2. 
 
7. Chair requests that he be able to review doc. 11-03-381R6 and if necessary update it with formatting changes 

but make no technical changes - no disapproval from group.  
 
8. Matthew Shoemake drafts the following motion (with input from the group): 

a. Whereas 802.11g Draft 8.2 has been duly balloted, 
Whereas all IEEE balloting procedures and rules have been properly followed, 
Whereas IEEE 802.11 Task Group G attests to the high quality and completeness of Draft 8.2  
The IEEE 802.11 Task Group G recommends and requests final approval of said draft as the official 
IEEE 802.11g Amendment. 

b. Moved by Jan Bohr; seconded by Jim Zyren 
c. No discussion 
d. 26/0/0 – motion carries unanimously. 

 
9. Any objection to adjourning – hearing no objection, meeting is adjourned. 
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 170 West Tasman, MS 10/5, San Jose, CA 95134-1706 
 Phone: +1-408-527-0815 
 Fax: +1-408-526-7864 
 e-Mail: petere@ieee.org 

Monday, March 12, 10:30AM session 
 
Peter Ecclesine appointed Secretary for the May Interim 
Mika Kasslin presented IEEE 802.11-03/xxx TGh Agenda, Reviewed the status and the agenda to pick which 
timeslots to give back. Have two negative votes with ~20 comments to be resolved. Mika projects that we will do 
another recirculation ballot. To meet the June 10th RevCom deadline, a 15-day recirc is possible. 
 
File xxx is to be processed by the TG. 
 
Give back Tuesday evening slot.Otherwise agenda is as 02/271r2 for TGh, modified to give a presentation slot 
Monday 1PM by Amjad Soomro. 
 
 Mika Moved to approve the modified agenda 03/xxxr1 
Approved unanimously 
 
Approve the 03/214 minutes from the March meeting 
Moved David Skellern, Second Gunther Kleindo 
Y 9 , N 0, A 0 
 
Harmonised Standard (HS) has been approved by ETSI BRAN, and the ETSI Secretariat is updating the format 
before national vote. ETSI agreed to remove any special treatment of IBSS, so it must meet the same performance 
as a master. No DFS required for slaves with less than 200mW EIRP. 
 
Agreed to start a new work item with special provision of low-power mode, might be in ETSI or EMC and Radio 
Matters (ERM). It is likely that the maintenance of the HS will be done in ERM. 
 
The HS timing now begins with the end of the first burst. 
 
The HS spectrum mask in 4.4.2.2 inband emission limits now covers band-edge situations. 
 
Comment resolutions: 
 

Monday, March 12, 1 PM session 
 
Meeting called to order at 1:08PM 
Amjad Soomro  Measurement Request Activitation Delay and Measurement Offset fields 
If the first request’s ack from the STA is lost, and the AP resends after the next beacon, the STA’s time base is off 
by one beacon.  
Discussion on using the TSF to stamp Measurement Request and Report elements. Editor to make appropriate 
changes and review 3:30 PM Tuesday. 
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Author: Frank Ciotti 
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 25231 Grogan’s Mill Rd. 
 Suite 330 
 The Woodlands, TX 77380 
 Phone: 281-465-4949 
 Fax: 281-465-4216 
 e-Mail: Frank.Ciotti@apacheta.com 

 
Abstract 

Minutes of the 802.11 Task Group I meetings held during the 802.11 WLAN Working Group Interim Session in 
Dallas, Texas from March 12th – 16th, 2003. 
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Monday, May 12, 2003 
10:35am 
 
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda 
Meeting called to order on Monday, May 12, 2003 10:35am by Chair Dave Halasz. 
 
Chair: Agenda discussion 
Proposed Agenda: 

o Approve Agenda 
o Chair’s Status 

o TGi Draft 3.2 Letter Ballot52 
o Santa Clara Ad-Hoc 

o Review IP Policy & Letters Received 
o Comment resolution of Letter Ballot52 (draft 3.0 of TGi) 

o Request Submission presentations to address specific comments 
o Comment resolution 
o General Submissions 

o IEEE 802.11i draft availability discussion 
o Prepare for next meeting. 

 
Chair: Any comments on the agenda? 
None 
 
Chair: Any Objection? 
None 
 
Chair’s Status 
Chair: We’ve addressed roughly half of the Letter Ballot comments.  We’re attempting to address the remaining 
comments through the ad-hoc meetings and regular IEEE meetings.  There will be submissions made during this 
meeting to address many of the remaining comments. 
 
Review IP Policy 
Chair read and showed the two slides requested by WG chair “IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in 
Standards” and “Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings”.  Any objections regarding IP Policy are to be made 
to either the WG or TG chairs. 
 
Chair: Does anybody have a patent they wish to disclose? 
No 
 
 
Submissions for comment resolution 

03/290 Annex A – Dave Halasz/Frank Ciotti 
03/185r1 Clause 7 – Dave Halasz/Frank Ciotti 
03/217r3 Clause 5 – Dorothy Stanley 
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03/300r0 Clause 8.5.2 – Dorothy Stanley 
03/301r0 Clause 8.5.3 – Dorothy Stanley 
03/302r0 Clause 8.5.4 – Dorothy Stanley 
03/303r0 Clause 10 – Dorothy Stanley 
03/285 Clause 8.3.2 – Tim Moore 
03/286r0 Clause 8.5.5, 8.5.6 – Tim Moore 
03/288r0 Clause 8.5.1, 8.6, 8.7 – Tim Moore 
03/289r0 Clause Annex D – Tim Moore 
03/314r0 Clause 8.1 – Jesse Walker 

 
 
General Submissions 

03/310 WPA Coordination – Mike Moreton 
03/241r2 Fast Roaming – Nancy Cam-Winget 
03/xxx PMK Caching – Dan Harkins 
03/xxx Clause 8.4.1 – Fred Stivers 
03/xxx Ibss Key Management – Tim Moore 
03/xxx Clause 8.4 & Clause 8 – Jesse Walker 

 
 
Submissions for comment resolution 
 
Submission: Dave Halasz – doc 03/290r0 – Annex A 
 
Motion by Frank Ciotti: 

Incorporate the text from document 03/290r0 into the TGi draft with the addition of replacing all occurrences 
of “802.11i” in doc 03/290r0 with “RSN”. 

 
Second: Nance Cam-Winget 
 
Any Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dave Halasz – doc 03/185r1 – Clause 7  
 
Motion by Frank Ciotti: 

Incorporate the text from document 03/185r1 into the TGi draft, noting that WRAP has already been removed, 
with the following changes: 
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Comment 1874 – Clause 7.3.2.17 
6. A STA shall support pairwise keys. 

 
Second: Alan Chickinsky 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/217r3 – Clause 5 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley: 

Incorporate the changes starting on page 16 in document 03/217r3 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/300r0 – Clause 8.5.2 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/300r0 with the following two changes: 
 

In the first bullet list item of the Key Description Version, change 
Type 1 indicates 

To 
The value 1 shall be used for all EAPOL-Key messages to and from a STA when the Group and 
Pairwise ciphersuites are not CCMP. 
 
 

Change the following Key Length Bullet table from: 
Cyphersuite CCMP TKIP WEP 
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Key Length 
(octets) 

16 32 5 

 
To: 

 
Cyphersuite CCMP TKIP WEP-40 WEP-104 
Key Length 
(octets) 

16 32 5 13 

 
 

Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: What are going to do about 8.5.2 key descriptor text? 
Dorothy: A separate motion to address this will be made later. 
 
Chair: Any further discussion? 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Recess at 12:00pm 
<Lunch> 
Resume: 1:01pm 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/301r0 – Clause 8.5.3 
 
Chair: Any questions on the submission? 
None 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/301r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Clint Chaplin 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
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None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/302r0 – Clause 8.5.4 
 
Chair: Any questions on the submission? 
None 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/302r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/303r0 – Clause 10 
 
Chair: Any question on the submission? 
None 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/303r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Clint Chaplin 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/285r0 – Clause 8.3.2. Motions 
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Comment: Did you change anything in the table? 
Tim: no 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Are the informational and informative notes the same? 
Tim: Yes. 
 
Comment: Are these changes based on draft 3.0 or 3.2? 
Tim: draft 3.2 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/285r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/286r0 – Clause 8.5.5, 8.5.6 Motions 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: The term “Radius” should be all upper case. 
Tim: The variable names are okay, but the remaining text should be upper case. 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/286r0 into the TGi draft, replacing the 
occurrence of Radius with RADIUS as appropriate. 

 
Second: Dorothy Stanley 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Why RADIUS and not DIAMETER if we are not calling out a specific AS? 
Chair: Do you want to change it to Authentication protocol? 
Comment: No 
Comment: We should probably use what is used by the IETF. 
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Tim: A motion can be made to change this later. 
Chair: Any further discussion? 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/288r0 – Clause 8.5.1, 8.6, 8.7 Motions 
 
Comment: Is there a fix to the race condition in the pseudo-code? 
Tim: No – that will need to be added. 
 
Tim: We can remove the need to check the 802.1X Ethertype when the new 802.1aa draft is released, as they now 
support a switch in the supplicant. 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/288r0 into the TGi draft, with the 
following changes: 

• Removed the resolution to Comment 94 
• Change the resolution to Comment 93 as follows: 

“STAs protect IEEE 802.1X messages only with a Pairwise key; STAs shall not protect IEEE 802.1X 
messages with Group keys.” 

 
Second: Dorothy Stanley 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/289r0 – Annex D Motions 
 
Comment: On the multicast keys, is it a security risk that the objects can be read? 
Tim: They are going to be in the beacons anyway. 
 
Comment: There are some references to WRAP. 
Tim: We decided to leave the cipher-suite type for WRAP defined. 
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Comment: Wasn’t there a cipher suite value of “None” at one time? 
Tim: Yes – do we need it? 
Comment: Yes, but change it to indicate that the group cipher is used. 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/289r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Jesse Walker – doc 03/314r0 – Clause 8.1 Motions 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Did you remove all references to TSN? 
Jesse: In this section, yes. 
Comment: What about the other sections? 
Jesse: We were not responsible for the other sections. 
Comment: Do the other sub-groups for other sections agree that TSN should removed as well? 
Jesse: That is really what we are asking here. 
Comment: We decided to remove the TSN term for this clause, and we have taken an action item to incorporate this 
into the remainder of the draft. 
 
Comment: What do you mean by the term “Security Association”.  Similar it IPSEC’s use of the term? 
Jesse: There is text in the submission on fast roaming that will be presented tomorrow that defines our use of this 
term. 
 
Comment: Regarding the TSN, what worries me, if the term is removed, is the configuration of a network that 
includes the RSNIE, but uses WEP, will then be referred to as an RSN. 
Jesse: We need to examine the use of the term in clauses 5 and 8.4 to ensure they are consistent with our intent. 
 
 
Motion by Jesse Walker: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/314r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget 
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Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Chair: This completes the submissions we worked on during the ad-hoc meeting.  Are there any further comment 
resolution submissions? 
None 
 
Chair: I would like to have a meeting with the Letter Ballot comment sub-group leaders to assess our progress. 
Chair: Is there any objection to us meeting in ad-hoc for the remainder of this afternoon’s session? 
No 
 
Recess at 2:45pm 
<ad-hoc sub-group discussions> 
 
 
Tuesday, May 13, 2003 
Resume 10:30am 
 
Chair: If the goal was to go to re-circulation this week, what modifications to the agenda are necessary?  One 
addition would be an update from our editor.  We also need to complete more Letter Ballot comment resolutions.  
These resolutions need to be passed with enough time for our editor to incorporate them into the draft by Friday’s 
closing plenary. 
Jesse: We need to talk about the remaining Letter Ballot comments.  I would like to talk about the editors’ meeting 
we had this morning. 
Chair: We completed the Letter Ballot Submissions yesterday. 
 
The following items were added to the General Submissions list: 

• Discuss remaining Letter Ballot Comments – Paul Lambert 
• Editor’s status – Jesse Walker 
• Discuss Agenda 
• Privacy Subfield – Paul Lambert  
• Race condition – Tim Moore 
• DLP – Dorothy Stanley 
• Annex F – Paul Lambert 

 
 
The new list of General Submissions for the Agenda is as follows: 

General Submissions 
Discuss remaining Letter Ballot Comments – Paul Lambert 
Editor’s status – Jesse Walker 
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Discuss Agenda 
Privacy Subfield – Paul Lambert  
03/310 WPA Coordination – Mike Moreton 
03/xxx Clause 8.4 & Clause 8 – Jesse Walker 
After lunch on Tues - 03/xxx PMK Caching – Dan Harkins 
03/241r2 Fast Roaming – Nancy Cam-Winget 
03/xxx Clause 8.4.1 – Fred Stivers 
03/xxx Ibss Key Management – Tim Moore 
Race condition – Tim Moore 
DLP – Dorothy Stanley 
Annex F – Paul Lambert 

 
 
Discussion: Paul Lambert – doc 03/033r4 – Letter Ballot Comment Processing Status 
Paul: We have processed 83% of the comments.  The majority of our work remains in Clauses 8.4 and 8.4.1 
Comment: The TSC convention has not been resolved yet. 
Paul: That was voted in yesterday with Tim’s motion in doc 03/285 
Comment: Are we using the WPA convention? 
Paul: Yes. 
 
Comment: We show Annex C as being resolved, when it probably is not. 
Jesse: That’s a good point.  We discussed Annex C in the editors meeting. 
Chair: We addressed Annex C comments by removing it. 
Comment: But the comment was, ‘why was it removed?’. 
Chair: Reject it. 
 
Paul: I will post this latest spreadsheet on the server for people to review. 
 
 
Discussion: Jesse Walker – Editor’s Status 
Jesse: There is a draft 3.3 in To Doc Keeper.  Please review and ensure that your motions have been incorporated 
correctly. 
Jesse: Annex C was a topic of the Editors’ meeting this morning.  There is no rule that requires us to have an Annex 
C.  There is text in the original 1999 text that refers to Annex C, so we are unable to simply remove it.  The 
suggestion is to freeze the legacy text, and indicate that new text reference the body of the draft. 
Jesse: If you make a change that is going to change a Visio diagram, you must edit the Visio source and submit the 
new diagram.  There is also an IEEE rule that states that all drafts and standards are to be created in FrameMaker, 
and all submissions are to be in ASCII text. 
Comment: WG or IEEE editor? 
Jesse: I assume the WG editor. 
Comment: Where do we find the Visio source? 
Jesse: Good question, but you can’t expect me to locate it. 
Chair: Draft 3.2 exists in both Word and PDF.  You should be able to extract the figure from the Word doc, and edit 
it in Visio. 
 
Discussion: Agenda 
Chair: Clauses 8.4 and 8.4.1 have over 100 comments remaining.  I want to go over with Frank some Comments that 
are remaining in our clauses.  We do have the four-hour rule to comply with when posting the draft. 
Chair: Any changes to the agenda? 
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Comment: When are we going to discuss the remaining Clauses 8.4 and 8.4.1 comments? 
Chair: I would like to set a fixed time of 5:00pm in the agenda to discuss this. 
 
New agenda: 

General Submissions 
Discuss remaining Letter Ballot Comments – Paul Lambert 
Editor’s status – Jesse Walker 
Discuss Agenda 
Fixed time of 5:00pm  ??? 
Privacy Subfield – Paul Lambert  
03/310 WPA Coordination – Mike Moreton 
03/xxx Clause 8.4 & Clause 8 – Jesse Walker 
After lunch on Tues - 03/xxx PMK Caching – Dan Harkins 
03/241r2 Fast Roaming – Nancy Cam-Winget 
03/xxx Clause 8.4.1 – Fred Stivers 
03/xxx IBSS Key Management – Tim Moore 
Race condition – Tim Moore 
DLP – Dorothy Stanley 
Annex F – Paul Lambert 

 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/347r0 – Privacy Subfield 
Chair: There was a motion on Clause 7 yesterday that addresses this. 
Paul: I don’t think the motion addressed this specifically. 
 
Comment: How do you handle mixed mode (both encrypted and unencrypted) broadcast traffic? 
Paul: Either send it unencrypted or send it twice, once encrypted and once unencrypted. 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert: 

Instruct the editor to make changes in the text relating to the Privacy Subfield to make the WEP negotiation 
independent of the RSN IE cipher suite negotiation.  No restrictions shall be placed on the Privacy Subfield 
usage in relation to the RSN IE.” 

 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
Discussion: 
Jesse: Against - There are other ways for service provider to obtain the same benefit (e.g. multiple SSIDs).  This 
does not allow authentication of packets. 
Paul: There are issues with multiple SSIDs. 
Comment: For - This is a user based decision and should not be made by a layer-2 device. 
Comment: For - There are classes of networks where downstream multicast traffic is not necessary, eliminating the 
issue with encrypting it. 
Comment: When the bit is set, is it indicating the capability or a requirement? 
Comment: If the bit is set, then only encrypted traffic is accepted.  If the bit is not set, the STA will accept either 
encrypted or unencrypted. 
Paul: For legacy equipment, that bit should behave as it did in the past. 
Comment: So the bit has no meaning if there is an RSN IE? 
Paul: If the STA understands the RSN IE. 
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Comment: Sending broadcast both encrypted and unencrypted will cause a problem for RSN STA’s receiving 
unencrypted traffic that were expecting encrypted traffic.  The RSN STA’s will expect two keys and only receive 
one and disassociate.  This will prevent RSN STA’s from operating in this environment.  
Comment: Why can’t we send both encrypted and unencrypted broadcast frames simultaneously? 
Paul: Good point. 
Comment: For - This allows people to do the right thing.  It also permits the wrong thing. 
 
Comment: Can you combine the two motions together? 
 
 
Motion by Henry Ptanski 

Move to postpone the vote on this motion until after the presentation on the next motion. 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Chair: Any objection to postpone? 
None 
 
Comment: I suggest you combine motions 1 and 3 because it provides a more complete solution. 
Paul: I Agree. 
 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert 

“Instruct the editor to replace all references to the ‘none’ algorithm in the RSN IE and MIB (currently cipher 
suite 0) with ‘Use Group Key’” 

Second: Clint Chaplin 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert 

“Instruct the editor to modify text as appropriate to create a ‘null’ cipher suite in the RSN IE” 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
POI: Is this motion in order?  
Chair: Yes 
 
Discussion:  
Comment: You cannot authorize the editor to make arbitrary changes. 
Paul: They are not arbitrary. 
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Chair: We need to ask Jesse if there is enough information for him to make this change. 
Jesse: Against - There is not enough information here for me to make the requested change. 
Comment: Against - Is what you mean to add a null cipher suite as in IP SEC? 
 
Vote: 3-20-4 Fails 
 
Chair: After lunch we will resume with Paul’s first motion that has been postponed. 
 
Recessed at 12:00pm 
<lunch> 
Resumed at 1:02pm 
 
Chair: We will continue with Paul’s motion postponed prior to lunch.   
 
Motion by Paul Lambert: 

Instruct the editor to make changes in the text relating to the Privacy Subfield to make the WEP negotiation 
independent of the RSN IE cipher suite negotiation.  No restrictions shall be placed on the Privacy Subfield 
usage in relation to the RSN IE.” 

(Seconded by Merwyn Andrade) 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Vote: 8-12-4 Fails 
 
 
Submission: Mike Moreton – doc 03/310r0 – WPA Coordination Changes 
Discussion: 
Chair: There was a discussion on the length of the pass phrase.  Some want it variable and some want it fixed. 
Mike: At the moment it is fixed at 63 characters. 
 
Comment: At the previous WPA interop event, the sequence counter could start at zero.  When will a decision be 
made to have this start at one? 
Comment: This has been a point of contention among WPA members. 
Comment: WPA decided to go with the value 1 as the initial value, and this was submitted prior to the test bed. 
 
 
Motion by Mike Moreton: 

Direct the editor to include the changes described in document 03/310r0, with the exception of the two changes 
to section 8.3.2.2. 

Second: Clint Chaplin 
Mike : The exceptions are on the TSC ordering discussed yesterday. 
 
Discussion: 
None 
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Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion passes 
 
 
Submission: Jesse Walker – doc 03/xxx – Clause 8 Letter Ballot Motions 
This document is up the server in ToDocKeeper. 
Jesse: Tom Maufer will have the text to 8.4.1 by close of business today, and 8.4.1.1 by tomorrow morning. 
 
Jesse: Slide 11 – We need to know how 802.1 will vote on the Sponsor Ballot regarding pre-authentication. 
Comment: We should talk to 802.1aa before removing pre-authentication. 
Jesse: I agree. 
Comment: If we are unable to describe how to implement it, we should take it out. 
Jesse: I agree as well. 
Comment: What did 802.1aa object to? 
Jesse: The state machines were designed to accept the 802.1X traffic on the controlled port side, but not on the DS 
side. 
Chair: I’m more in favor of removing it.  There is only a small paragraph there, which is not sufficient. 
Comment: Regardless of whether you resolve this comment by addressing it or removing it, you will go to re-
circulation. 
 
 
Straw Poll by Jesse Walker 

Pre-authentication should remain in the TGi draft. 
 
Result: 27-4-15 
 
 
Slide 12 
Comment: If there are other algorithms, how does one decide which is the weakest? 
Jesse: I don’t have a good answer. 
Comment: It’s informational, so they get to choose which they feel is the weakest. 
Jesse: Right 
 
Chair: Any objection to a 2 minute recess? 
None 
 
Recessed for 2 minutes 
Resume 
 
 
Motion by Jesse Walker 
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Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in slides 2-10, 12 and 13 of document Clause 8 Letter 
Ballot Motions (Cam-Winget, Hayes, Maufer, O’Hara, Stivers, Turner, Walker). 

 
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Fred Stivers – doc 03/344r0 Suggested Changes to address comments 57 and 626 
 
Motion by Fred Stivers:  

Instruct the editor to replace list item 3 of the first list in Clause 8.4.1 with the following: 

“The AP’s Authenticator shall initiate IEEE 802.1X authentication. The authentication 
will be mutual, as the STA needs assurance that the AP belongs to the authorized network 
and is not a rogue.” 

And, add the following informative note after list item 3 of the first list in Clause 8.4.1: 

“Informative note:  Prior to the completion of IEEE 802.1X authentication and the 
installation of keys, the IEEE 802.1X controlled port in the AP will block all non-IEEE 
802.1X data frames.  Upon completion of a MLME-DELETEKEYS.request, the IEEE 
802.1X controlled port returns to the unauthenticated state and blocks all non-IEEE 
802.1X data frames.” 

 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/357r0 – 8.4.X Comment Resolution 
 
Motion by Tim Moore 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/357r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Nancy Cam-Winget 
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Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dan Harkins – doc – 03/xxxr0 – PMK Caching 
Dan: tThe document is in ToDocKeeper 
 
Comment: If roaming to multiple APs, the STA can only cache a PMK for one of those APs? 
Dan: No, as many as it would like based on resources. 
 
Comment: What happens if the AP changes the PMK right after the authentication? 
Dan: The PMK can only change during the authentication exchange.  It cannot change at any other time. 
Comment: I’m concerned about managing the cache, especially with multiple SSIDs. 
Comment: With multiple SSID, you are essentially virtualizing MACs. 
Comment: I suggest that you add the SSID to the tuple. 
Comment: You would also need a unique PMK per EAP method. 
Dan: When the STA re-authenticates with the new EAP method, the old PMK will be discarded. 
 
Comment: If an admin removes a user from the AS, how can the STA be prevented from accessing the network?  
Perhaps a MIB object to flush cached PMKs on the AP? 
Dan: This doesn’t make things any worse as the STA can choose not to roam and stay on the network 
Comment: This was brought up in the DIAMETER session. 
Comment: Dynamic RADIUS is going to address this by providing a mechanism to the AS to remove the cached 
PMK from the NAS. 
 
 
Motion by Dan Harkins 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document PMK Caching (Dan Harkins) into the TGi 
draft 

 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Do we have adequate information in the text? 
Comment: For - Given the issues we have seen with roaming, this would be a benefit. 
Comment: There can only be one PMK per MAC address pair in the cache at one time 
 
Motion to amend by Russ Housley: 
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Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document PMK Caching (Dan Harkins) into the TGi 
draft with the provision that in Clause 5.9.4 there can be only one PMK per MAC address pair within an ESS in 
the cache at one time. 

Second: Clint Chaplin 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion to amend Passes 
 
 
Main Motion 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document PMK Caching (Dan Harkins) into the TGi 
draft with the provision that in Clause 5.9.4 there can be only one PMK per MAC address pair within an ESS in 
the cache at one time. 

 
Discussion: 
Comment: Does this open a new DoS attack by allowing the PMK cache to be filled by an attacker? 
Dan: No 
 
Vote: 32-0-4 Passes 
 
 
Chair: Any objection to recessing until 3:30pm? 
None 
 
Recessed until 3:30pm 
Resume at 3:30pm 
 
 
Submission: Nancy Cam-Winget – doc 03/241r3 Fast Roaming Compromise Proposal 
 
Comment: How does the AP acquire the PMK? 
Nancy: I didn’t show that here because I assume that it acquires it the way it does now. 
Comment: When you roam, how does the new AP obtain the key? 
Nancy: An IETF draft has been written that demonstrates how this is accomplished. 
 
Comment: On the re-association, are there counters? 
Nancy: Yes. 
Comment: On slide 11, are arand and anonce the same? 
Nancy: Yes. 
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Comment: If roaming to new APs in sequence, do you still have a delay? 
Nancy: I’ll show that on my next slide 
Comment: Why are you using the Group Key update handshake? 
Nancy: To reduce the number of messages. 
 
Jesse: This protocol depends strongly on the PMK being fresh.  This is due to the fact that there are not random 
nonces therefore introducing predictability. 
Comment: This will be difficult to implement. 
Comment: In the case where the AP does not have the RPMK, it will have to request it from the AS, and therefore 
there will be a delay since the STA has committed to the re-association. 
Nancy: Yes, but it will be less than the full EAP authentication. 
Comment: An advantage would be to allow this to occur before the re-association. 
 
Comment: We are layering optional features on a base protocol.  Are we opening security holes?  Are the security 
experts happy with this? 
Jesse: The security of this is as good as the security of the 4-way handshake. 
Comment: This is very complex, how will the implementers get it right? 
Jesse: This is less complicated than the 4-way handshake. 
Comment: One of the problems with IKE was that the proprietary add-ons were retro-fitted into the specification 
and not tested in interops.  This is needed and people will implement it regardless of whether we specify it or not. 
Comment: I am from a wireless VoIP company.  This is a very important part of the standard that should have been 
incorporated into draft from the beginning instead of something that was added on later. 
Comment: Wouldn’t this also work for PSK? 
Nancy: No 
Jesse: Where are you going to start when you roam back?  You would have to maintain state. 
Comment: The people doing the wireless phones have 3 options – this, proprietary, or 11f.  The 11f option has an 
issue with a key leak. 
Comment: We don’t have state machines for this, and it took a long time to get the 4-way state machines right. 
Comment: We need to coordinate this with WiFi, and we also must ensure it requires no hardware changes. 
Nancy: The WiFi is not in our scope. 
Chair: The PICS indicates what is optional. 
Comment: The fear is that WiFi will make this mandatory. 
Comment: If it is an important problem to solve, is it really optional? 
Jesse: Yes, it the STA doesn’t have this requirement; it does not need to support it. 
Comment: Do STAs use both this and traditional re-association methods at the same time? 
Nancy: One or the other. 
Comment: Is this hardcoded, or configurable. 
Nancy: Configurable via some MIB object. 
 
Comment: We don’t have the back-end IETF protocols in place yet to support this. 
Nancy: The drafts have been published. 
Comment: So you are confident these will be standards? 
Comment: If you are using any EAP method other than TLS, you are using a Internet-Draft. 
 
Comment: Is it really worth saving 3 PDUs to add all this complexity? 
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Nancy: You loose the negotiation option if you overlay this. 
Comment: One option is to use Authentication messages to implement the 4-way handshake.  If you do this in re-
association messages, you have already committed to roam.  If you do this in Authentication messages, you can do 
this while maintaining the association with the old AP. 
Nancy: Not all of this can be performed entirely in the authentication messages. 
 
 
Motion by Nancy Cam-Winget 

Adopt draft text in document 03/241r3. 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: The text in clause 5.9.3 is out of date.  It would be better to separate into subsections. 
 
Chair: Any further comments? 
None 
 
Vote: 29-19-7 Fails 
 
 
Motion by Nancy Cam-Winget 

Request IEEE 802.11 Working Group Chair to forward the letter 03/361 titled “Input to IETF AAA Working 
Group on Keying Distribution Methods” to the IETF Chair. 

Second: Dan Harkins 
 
Discussion: (note: Dorothy Stanley is the IETF liaison) 
Comment: The AAA currently is working on DIAMETER.  The document is drafted in terms of 802.11i and not in 
terms used by the AAA WG. 
Comment: Tell them what you want, not how to do it. 
Comment: You may want to copy the letter to the EAP WG as well. 
Comment: Global replace of AAA WG w/ the appropriate WG. 
Dorothy: Address the letter to IESG and let them figure it out. 
 
 
Motion by Merwyn Andrade 

Postpone vote on motion until Wednesday at 1:00pm 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
 
Straw Poll by Mike Moreton 

Task Group I should incorporate some Fast Roaming mechanism into their draft. 
 
Result: 44-0-1 

Minutes page 20 Frank Ciotti, Apacheta 



May 2003  doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/406r2 

 
 
Motion by Tim Moore 

In Annex D, change: 
2111 N.E. 25th Avenue. 

To: 
2111 N.E. 25th Avenue. 

 
Second: Dorothy Stanley 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/349r0 – DLP Security Proposal 
Discussion: 
Chair: Why not use broadcast keys? 
Dorothy: A 3rd STA could overhear the conversation. 
 
 
5:00pm Fixed Time orders to discuss unresolved comments 
Chair: We have been updating the LB Comment spreadsheet (doc 03/033). 
 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/033r5 
Paul: We have 15.5% remaining – 322 unresolved, 17 pending 
 
Paul: The Framework section needs more work. 
 
Chair: Is there any objection working in an ad-hoc to reconcile the spreadsheet with the comments processed by 
each of the sub-groups for the remainder of this afternoon’s session? 
None 
 
Recessed until 7:00pm tonight. 
<dinner> 
Resume 7:05pm 
 
 
Submission: Dorothy Stanley – doc 03/349r2 -  

Minutes page 21 Frank Ciotti, Apacheta 



May 2003  doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/406r2 

Comment: In figure 65, are there conflicts with any of the other fields when the DL bit is set to one? 
Dorothy: I can craft text to clarify this. 
 
Comment: This could be expanded to include more than two endpoints. 
Chair: The comment about not using the group key is that a 3rd party can overhear the traffic.  Once you add a 3rd 
client, they share a common key. 
Dorothy: But only those 3 know the key, not all STAs in the BSS. 
Chair: How does the STA know what key to use to communicate with the peer? 
Dorothy: The AP provides it. 
 
 
Motion by Dorothy Stanley 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/349r2 into the TGi draft with the 
following changes: 

• Change “DP” to “DLP” 
• Change “DL link” to “DL” 

 
Second: Tim Moore 
 
Discussion: 
Against: Provide functionality for an intermediate draft.  If we adopt this we will be sent back. 
Comment: Does the AP indicate the Cipher Suite to use? 
Dorothy: The intent was that the AP send the cipher. 
Chair: I have concerns about linking ourselves with TGe.  It seems like we can use the existing group key.  Are the 
benefits to this significant? 
Dorothy: You can’t use the group key due to the sequence counters – you can’t re-use them. 
Chair: We have a mechanism to solve this for IBSS. 
Comment: Dave’s solution allows everyone to see the traffic. 
Chair: Can’t anyone who is associated to the AP determine the DLP key by hearing the message used to send the 
key to the STA? 
Dorothy: No, the pairwise key is used to send the DLP key. 
Chair: More than 3 parties are possible. 
Comment: No, only two. 
Chair: Would this functionality make more sense to be added by TGe? 
Jesse: Yes, they should take on this task. 
Dorothy: This is not a major change.  We know it is coming. 
Comment: We could propose this text to TGe for them to add their draft. 
Comment: If we move this to TGe, how will we ever support it? 
Jesse: I would vote for this if it was a motion to add to TGe. 
Comment: Wouldn’t that mean that TGe is then dependent on TGi? 
Chair: What if we pass this, and we pass SB.  And then TGe takes out DLP? 
Comment: We can include this without any reference to TGe.  However, TGe cannot adopt this without reference to 
TGi due to keying. 
 
Vote: 17-4-6 Passes 
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Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/360r0 – IBSS Key Exchange 
 
Motion by Tim Moore 

Instruct the editor to incorporate document 03/360r0 into Clause 5.9.4 with all occurrences of “4-way” 
followed by single occurrence of the word “handshake”. 
Rename: 

5.9.3 Function Model Description 
To: 

5.9.3 Infrastructure Function Model Description 
 

Add: 
5.9.4 IBSS Function Model Description 

 
Second: Onno Letanche 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/358r0 – Race Condition 
 
Comment: Why did you define a new MLME when there is a mechanism to do this with the existing SetKey? 
Tim: The existing mechanism will not work for group keys. 
Jesse: How does this work in IBSS? 
Tim: The SetKeys uses the receiver’s MAC address, not the transmitter’s. 
 
Comment: What affect does this have on WPA? 
Tim: We will diverge here.  This is a better solution. 
Comment: If you had one STA with this mechanism, and the other STA without, would they interoperate? 
Tim: The AP has to do this.  It is optional on the STA. 
Comment: How many additional resources are required to support this? 
Tim: Two additional bits are need per MAC address. 
 
Comment: The goal is to fix the race condition of the 1st message of the group key handshake? 
Tim: Yes, plus it fixes the pseudo-code problem with the 802.1X EAPOL Ethertype handling. 
 
Comment: I don’t know if anyone who has implemented WPA would add this. 
Comment: What is the hack in WPA to fix this? 
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Tim: The STA discards the message it is unable to decrypt. 
 
Comment: I don’t see why you can’t modify the existing MLME SetKey to accomplish this. 
Tim: If I fix the existing SetKey, I can’t fix the pseudo-code Ethertype problem at the same time. 
 
Comment: What about the key changing between decryption and integrity check? 
Tim: The proper fix to close the window completely is to use key Ids. 
 
 
Motion by Jesse Walker 

Instruct the editor to change the title of the TGi draft to that defined in the TGi PAR. 
 
Second: Russ Housley 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Chair: Are there other submissions? 
Russ Housley – Straw Poll 
Bob Moskowitz – doc 03/365 
 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/359r1 – Mixed Encrypted and Unencrypted Traffic using …. 
 
Comment: I thought we voted on this already and it failed? 
Paul: The motion failed because it lacked the text for the editor.  The revised document contains the exact text for 
the editor. 
Chair: I allowed this as a new motion because of the added text. 
 
Jesse: Can you make your changes in reference to draft 3.3 instead of 3.2? 
Paul: I will go back and do that. 
 
 
Straw Poll by Russ Housley 

TGi should provide a solution for Fast Roaming. 
 
Result: 31-0-3 
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Straw Poll by Russ Housley 

Key management for Fast Roaming should be done (choose only one): 
1. Prior to 802.11 Association starting 
2. Prior to 802.11 Association completing (Association duration <50ms) 
3. Less than 50ms from start of 802.11 Association 
4. Allow multiple 802.11 Associations 
5. Proprietary Solution 
6. None of the above 

 
Result: 

1. 10 
2. 4 
3. 15 
4. 2 
5. 0 
6. 1 

 
 
Straw Poll by Russ Housley 

Key management for Fast Roaming should be done (may choose many): 
1. Prior to 802.11 Association starting 
2. Prior to 802.11 Association completing (Association duration <50ms) 
3. Key Management begins after 802.11 Association, but time from beginning of Association to end of 

Key Management is less than 50ms 
 
Result: 

1. 18 
2. 4 
3. 17 

 
Straw Poll by Russ Housley 

Key management for Fast Roaming should be done (choose only one): 
1. Prior to 802.11 Association starting 
2. Key Management begins after 802.11 Association, but time from beginning of Association to end of 

Key Management is less than 50ms 
 
Result: 

1. 14 
2. 13 

 
 
Submission: Bob Moskowitz – doc 03/365r0 – RADIUS/DIAMETER Cleanup 
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Comment: Why don’t we call it Pairwise Master Key instead of a AAA Key? 
Bob: That would be fine 
Comment: The state machine diagrams will need to change as well. 
 
Motion by Bob Moskowitz 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in slides 3 and 4 of document 03/365r0 to TGi draft 3.3 
using the term “PM Key” instead of “AAA Key”. 

 
Second: Clint Chaplin 
 
Discussion: 
 
Comment: How do things fit with 802.1aa.  Does the key come through an 801.1X interface? 
Bob: No 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Discussion on remaining Letter Ballot comments 
Chair: There are a large number of comments (98) in Clause 8.4.1.1 which is informative and redundant.  One way 
of resolving these comments is to simply removing this Clause. 
Chair: I will break up the 8.4.x clauses into subgroups for each as follows: 
 

Clause Number of Comments Assignee 
8.4.1  Jesse 
8.4.1.1 Large Jesse 
8.4.2 0 Dave 
8.4.3 4 Dave 
8.4.4 5 Dave 
8.4.5 4 Dave 
8.4.6 44  Tim 
8.4.7 3 Dave 
8.4.8 6 Dave 
8.4.9 5 Dave 
8.4.10 27 Dorothy 

 
 
Wednesday, May 14, 2003 
Resume at 1:03pm 
 
Chair: Are there submissions for Letter Ballot Comment resolutions? 

• Clause 8.4.10 - Clint Chaplin – doc 03/387 
• Clause 8.4.6 – Tim Moore – doc 03/386 
• Clause 3.4.1 - Jesse Walker – doc 03/314r1 
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• Clause 8.4.x – Halasz, Ciotti, Nelson – doc 03/389 
• Phase 1 change motion – Tim Moore/Kwei 

 
 
Motion by Tim Moore: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/358r0 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Merwyn Andrade 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Vote: 29-0-4 Passes 
 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/359r2 – Mixed Encrypted and Unencrypted Traffic Using the RSN IE 
and Its Relationship to the Privacy Subfield. 
Paul: This revision indicates the changes in reference to draft 3.3 as requested. 
 
Comment: Does “no cryptographic process applied” mean in the clear, or similar to IPSEC with NULL scheme? 
Paul: The PDU is still encapsulated. 
 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/359r2 into the TGi draft. 
Second Mike Moreton 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Why are we using the Privacy bit in this way? 
Jesse: Against - All options lead to policy questions.  When there are options, users can choose the wrong one.  
There are other options for hot spot providers to provide this functionality. 
Paul: I don’t feel it is the place of the standard to set policy.  Not having this will make hot spots less secure as they 
will run with no security. 
Comment: We did add text to prevent downgrade attacks.  Adopting this will now allow this type of attack. 
Comment: We should not specify limits that may limit future uses that have not yet been defined.   
Comment: The issue is the permission of non-secure STAs in an RSN. 
Paul: This is a policy issue.   
Comment: This is a conception, not a policy problem. 
Paul: The perception problem is in the UI. 
Jesse: No, the user has to know the topology of the hot spot to know the proper precautions to take. 
Chair: For a mixed environment, it is a policy decision.  If the user was expecting security, the client would be 
configured to join only secure networks.   
Paul: Users are already confronted with secure/non-secure decisions with web browsing. 
Comment: Any AP will have an option to set encryption on or off. 
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Comment: The concept of a NULL cipher suite is troublesome.  The comment has been made that in a mixed mode 
environment, those that are running security are exposed.  Can you explain? 
Jesse: The non-secure clients are not depending on the integrity processing applied to TKIP and CCMP. 
Comment: This will change nothing regarding the default setting for an AP vendor.  If the customer finds it 
cumbersome to set keys, the vendor will turn it off.  WiFi can enforce this. 
Comment: WiFi did back off of the default of having WPA enabled. 
 
Vote: 14-15-9 Fails 
 
 
Submission: Clint Chaplin – doc 03/387 – Clause 8.4.10 Motions 
Comment: What is 8.4.10.1? 
Comment: Disassociation and Deauthentication handling. 
 
 
Motion by Clint Chaplin 

Instruct the editor to remove Clause 8.4.10.1 from the TGi draft 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
Jesse: I don’t always get feedback on the editing changes that I make. 
 
Comment: Why is removing this a good thing? 
Jesse: We started down a path to protect the disassociation and deauthentication messages.  That was defeated in 
Vancouver, so this text is now moot. 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Motion by Clint Chaplin 

Instruct the editor to replace the following text in Clause 8.4.10: 
“When a STA disassociates or deauthenticates, it shall delete any pairwise or group keys configured” 

With: 
“When a STA disassociates or deauthenticates, it shall delete the state for the security association.  The 
state includes the PTK, GTK, and all keys derived from the PTK and GTK.  The PMK shall also be deleted 
if PMK caching is not in use.” 

Second: Dan Harkins 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any Objection? 

Minutes page 28 Frank Ciotti, Apacheta 



May 2003  doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/406r2 

None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Motion by Clint Chaplin 

Instruct the editor to replace the following text in Clause 8.4.10.2: 
“In an RSNA a STA and an AP transfer only protected data packets, with the only unprotected data packets 
allowed being unicast IEEE 802.1X message; these are permitted only when no Pairwise key is shared 
between the STA and the AP. If the STA and AP key state gets out of synchronization the following rules 
apply:” 

To: 

“In an RSNA, a STA and an AP transfer only protected data packets. Unencrypted unicast IEEE 802.1X 
messages are permitted only if no PTK is available. If the STA and AP key state lose synchronization the 
following rules apply:” 

Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
 
Motion by Clint Chaplin 

Instruct the editor to remove the following text in Clause 8.4.10.2: 
“On receiving a Disassociate or Deauthentication message, a STA shall delete the Pairwise key and, if it 
wants to continue communications, Reassociate to an AP of the same ESS.” 

Second: Dan Harkins 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore 

Instruct the editor to replace the following text in the Phase 1 pseudo code of Clause 8.3.2.4.3: 
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Input: transmit address TA0…TA5, temporal key TK0..TK15, and TSC0..TSC2 
Output: intermediate key TTAK0..TTAK4 
PHASE1-KEY-MIXING(TA

0
…TA

5
, TK

0
..TK

12
, TSC

0
..TSC

1
) 

PHASE1_STEP1: 
TTAK

0
 ← TSC

0
 

TTAK
1
 ← TSC

1
 

with 

Input: transmit address TA0…TA5, temporal key TK0..TK15, and TSC0..TSC5 
Output: intermediate key TTAK0..TTAK4 
PHASE1-KEY-MIXING(TA …TA

5
, TK

0
..TK

12
, TSC

0
..TSC

5
) 

0

PHASE1_STEP1: 
TTAK

0
 ← MK16(TSC

3
, TSC

2
) 

TTAK
1
 ← MK16(TSC

5
, TSC

4
) 

 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/386r0  
 
Straw Poll by Tim Moore 

Comment 1966 should be addressed by removing the informative note in doc 03/386r0 
 
Result: 14-2-11 
 
 
Motion by Tim Moore 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/386r0 into the TGi draft with the 
following changes: 

• Informational note for Comment 1966 shall be deleted 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
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Submission: Jesse Walker – doc 03/314r1 
 
Motion by Jesse Walker 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/314r1 into the TGi draft. 
 
Second: Dan Harkins 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
Comment: What is the status of Clause 8.4.1.1 informative text? 
Jesse: We received text from Tom Maufer and we are working through it. 
Comment: There was discussion of removing it. 
Jesse: That is up to this body, but it won’t address all the work. 
Comment: Removing it would remove 101 comments.  This is not essential to the specification. 
Jesse: We could always remove it and archive it.  And add it back later if enhancements are made. 
 
 
Motion by Mike Moreton 

Instruct the editor to remove Clause 8.4.1.1 from the TGi draft. 
Second: Al Potter 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Dave Halasz – doc 03/389r0 – Letter Ballot52 Clause 8.4 Motions DDF 
 
Chair: We will resume with the motions on this submission after the break. 
 
 
Recess at 3:00pm 
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Resume: 3:33pm 
 
Motion by Dave Nelson: 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified below into the TGi draft: 
Comment 1019 

In Clause 8.4.4, page 80, line 19, change: 

“Informative Note: The RSN information elements in message 2 and 3 are not the same as in the MAC 
messages, the multicast cipher and AKMP are the same but the unicast ciphers may be different.” 

To: 

“Informative Note: The RSN information elements in message 2 and 3 are not the same as in the 
Beacon and Probe Responses.  The multicast cipher and AKMP are the same but the unicast ciphers 
may be different.” 

 

Comment 1531 

In Clause 8.4.3.1, page 79, line 39, change: 

“If an AP operating within a TSN receives a (Re)association request without an RSN IE, it shall allow 
communications only if a WEP key has been configured to secure communication.” 

To: 

“If an AP operating within a TSN receives a (Re)association request without an RSN IE, it shall allow 
communications only if a WEP key has been configured or provisioned via IEEE 802.1X to secure 
communication.” 

 

Comment 1584 

In Clause 8.4.5, change: 

“Informative Note. Filtering class 3 MPDUs is not required during pre-authentication.” 

To: 

“Informative Note. During pre-authentication, the STA is not associated to the AP to which it is 
attempting to pre-authenticate.  Therefore, filtering class 3 MPDUs is not required during pre-
authentication by the AP to which it is attempting to pre-authenticate.” 

 

Comment 1910 

In Clause 8.4.5, change: 

“8.4.5 MPDU filtering” 

To: 

8.4.5 RSN Management of the IEEE 802.1X Controlled Port 

 

Comment 698 

In Clause 8.4.8, after the following paragraph:  

“The first message of the 4-way handshake is also utilized to signal the successful completion of a pre-
authentication exchange.” 

add the following text : 

“Informative Note: The first message of the 4-way handshake can be forged.  However, the forgery 
attempt will be detected in the failure of the 4-way handshake.” 
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Comment 1031 

In Clause 8.4.8, replace: 

The 4-way handshake is implemented using EAPOL-Key messages, described in 8.5. 

With: 

The 4-way handshake is implemented using EAPOL-Key messages, described in Clause 8.5. 

 

Comment 1719 

In Clause 8.4.8, replace: 

8.4.8  RSN key management in an ESS (Informative) 

With: 

8.4.8  RSN key management in an ESS 

 

Comment 1844 

In Clause 8.4.8, page 84, line 31, replace: 

“master session key” 

With: 

“Master Session Key (MSK)” 

 

Add the following acronym to Clause 4: 

MSK Master Session Key 
 

Comment 1942 

In Clause 8.4.8, page 84, line 34, replace: 

“The key confirmation handshake effectively replaces the function played by the IEEE 802.1X Success 
message in a secure wired network.” 

With: 

“The key confirmation handshake sets the 802.1aa portValid state variable to TRUE.” 

 

In Clause 8.4.8, page 84, line 36, replace: 

“The key confirmation handshake is effected by an IEEE 802.1X protocol called the 4-way handshake. 
The purposes of the 4-way handshake are” 

With: 

“The key confirmation handshake is effected by the 4-way handshake. The purposes of the 4-way 
handshake are” 

 

Comment 1943 

In Clause 8.4.8, page 85, line 5, remove: 

“These problems are possible because the IEEE 802.1X architecture as currently formulated does not 
explicitly bind the PMK to this particular session between the AP and the STA.” 
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Comments 1410, 1589 (partial) 

In Clause 8.4.9, page 85, line 21, replace: 

“The 4-way handshake is used to negotiate the pairwise key cipher suites. This is accomplished by 
include an RSN IE in the exchange initiated by the Authenticator whose STA has the lower MAC 
address.” 

With: 

“The 4-way handshake is used to negotiate the pairwise key cipher suites. This is accomplished by 
including an RSN IE in the exchange initiated by the Authenticator.  The pairwise cipher suite 
negotiated by the STA with the lower MAC address is selected.” 

 

In Clause 8.4.4, replace: 

“Thus, each pair of STAs within an IBSS may use IEEE 802.1X to negotiate its own pairwise key 
cipher suite.” 

With: 

“Thus, each pair of STAs within an IBSS may use IEEE 802.1X to negotiate a pairwise key cipher 
suite.” 

 

Comment 76 

In Clause 8.4.5, page 81, line 20, replace: 

1. received IEEE 802.1X messages. 

With: 

1. received unicast IEEE 802.1X messages. 

 
Second: Frank Ciotti 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Chair: Are there any further motions? 
None 
 
Chair: I would like to take a 15minute recess to update the Letter Ballot Comment spreadsheet to see the number of 
remaining comments. 
Chair: Any objection to recessing until 4:00pm? 
None 
 
Recessed until 4:00pm 
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Resume 4:05pm 
 
Chair: Letter Ballot 52 Comment Resolution status: 

96% of all comments have been resolved.  There are 81 comments remaining. 
 
Chair: Is there any objection to recessing until 5:00pm to give us time to work on submissions for the remaining 
comments? 
None 
 
Recessed 
Resume 5:01pm 
 
 
Motion by Frank Ciotti 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the following change to the TGi draft: 
Comments 20, 1162, 1552 

In Clause8.3.2.4.4 , page 46, line 40, change: 

5. A receiver shall maintain a separate set of TKIP replay windows for each MAC address it receives 
TKIP traffic from. The receiver initializes the replay window whenever it resets the temporal key 
for a peer. 

To: 

5. A receiver shall maintain a separate set of TKIP replay counters for each MAC address it receives 
TKIP traffic from. The receiver initializes the replay counter whenever it resets the temporal key 
for a peer. 

Informative note: The Replay Counters field in the RSN Capabilities field of the RSN IE indicates to 
the transmitter the number of replay counters supported by the receiver, and thus the number of 
transmit queues the transmitter may support for the receiver’s MAC Address. 

Second: Tim Moore 
 
Discussion: 
Comment: Do we still have the priority class? 
Comment: Yes 
 
 
Motion to amend by Henry Ptasinski 

5. A receiver shall maintain a separate set of TKIP replay counters for each STA from which it receives TKIP 
traffic. The receiver shall initialize the replay counter to zero whenever it resets the temporal key for a peer. 

Second: Al Potter 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
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Motion to amend passes 
 
 
Main Motion: 

Comments 20, 1162, 1552 

In Clause8.3.2.4.4 , page 46, line 40, change: 

5. A receiver shall maintain a separate set of TKIP replay windows for each MAC address it receives 
TKIP traffic from. The receiver initializes the replay window whenever it resets the temporal key for a 
peer. 

To: 

5. A receiver shall maintain a separate set of TKIP replay counters for each STA from which it receives 
TKIP traffic. The receiver shall initialize the replay counter to zero whenever it resets the temporal key 
for a peer. 

Informative note: The Replay Counters field in the RSN Capabilities field of the RSN IE indicates to the 
transmitter the number of replay counters supported by the receiver, and thus the number of transmit 
queues the transmitter may support for the receiver’s MAC Address. 

 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Comment: Can we schedule time to discuss fast roaming topics tomorrow? 
Chair: Yes, we can add a fixed time to the agenda. 
 
Chair: Any objection to a 3:30pm time tomorrow to discuss fast roaming? 
Comment: Can we do it earlier? 
Chair: 1:00pm? 
Comment: Why a fixed time? 
Comment: TGk is doing a similar thing. 
Chair: The time will be 1:00pm tomorrow. 
 
Chair: Any objection to modifying the agenda to add this? 
Comment: This will pack the room with people from another task group to force a motion through at a fixed time. 
 
Motion by modify agenda by Keith Amann 

Modify the agenda to discuss the direction to take on Fast Roaming at a fixed time of 1:00pm on May 15th. 
 
Second: Fred Stivers 
 
Discussion: 

Minutes page 36 Frank Ciotti, Apacheta 



May 2003  doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/406r2 

 
 
Motion to amend by Bob Moskowitz 

Modify the agenda to discuss the direction to take on Fast Roaming at a fixed time of 1:00pm on May 15th, and 
to include new submissions on fast roaming at the beginning of this discussion. 

 
Second: Richard Paine 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion to amend Passes 
 
 
Main Motion: 

Modify the agenda to discuss the direction to take on Fast Roaming at a fixed time of 1:00pm on May 15th, and 
to include new submissions on fast roaming at the beginning of this discussion. 

 
Chair: Any objection? 
Yes 
 
Vote: 33-8-3 Passes 
 
Chair: Jesse and Paul Lambert will have motions to address Letter Ballot Comments tomorrow which address all 
remaining comments. 
 
Chair: Any objection to recessing until 8:00am tomorrow? 
None 
 
Recessed at 5:28pm 
 
 
Thursday, May 15, 2003 
Resume: 8:05 am 
 
Chair: Are there submissions or motions that people would like to make? 

• Paul Lambert doc 03/407 and doc 03/398r1 
 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/407r0 – CCMP Comment Resolution 
Status on Letter Ballot Comment resolution – 99.5% resolved. 
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Paul: The state variables are no longer used in the text, so the suggestion was to delete them. 
 
Comment: In the nonce construction, the priority and reserved fields of the Priority Octet are swapped. 
Paul: I believe that you are correct.  I took this out of draft 3.3. 
 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/407 into the TGi draft with the following 
changes: 

• Change the word “cookie” to “counter” 
• Exclude Clause 8.3.3.3.3 

Second: Onno Letanche 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Submission: Paul Lambert – doc 03/398r1 – Annex F Comment Resolution 
Jesse: Isn’t there an RFC for HMAC M5D5? 
Paul: Yes.  Algorithms that are well defined we should simply reference. 
Paul: We should also refer to the IETF work for CCM instead of including it in our draft. 
Comment: If this is an IETF draft, and not and RFC, it could change in six months. 
Comment: There is also a reference on the NIST sight. 
Paul: This code doesn’t compile as-is. 
Comment: The compiler errors are easy to fix. 
Jesse: Do you have the corrections? 
Comment: They are in my comments. 
Paul: So we will leave this. 
 
Comment: Is the TKIP test vector with the TSC modified as we voted in earlier this week? 
Comment: This is an actual packet captured from WPA. 
Paul: So yes, this vector is with the TSC as it is now in the draft. 
 
Comment: I’d prefer to remove the CCM text as you propose.  It’s not normative, and we haven’t validated it 
ourselves. 
Comment: Does the CCM code we have in our draft exist elsewhere? 
Paul: Maybe on Doug Whiting’s site. 
Jesse: I suggest we move this to the submission on CCM and reference that. 
Paul: I believe it is already there. 
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Jesse: We need a URL to the submission. 
Paul: We are not in the business to define CCM. 
Comment: If it is defined definitively, you’re right. 
Comment: This is not to give people free source code, but rather to validate their work. 
Paul: The test vectors are there to validate code. 
Comment: The intent is that formal languages are much more precise than natural language. 
Comment: It’s informative. 
Comment: But still useful. 
Comment: The TKIP experience is a good example of why this should be normative, or to not include it. 
 
 
Straw Poll by Paul Lambert: 

The CCM reference code should be removed from the TGi draft as stated in submission 03/398r1 
 
Result: 2-15-15 
 
 
Motion by Paul Lambert 

Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes specified in document 03/398r1 into the TGi draft with the 
following changes: 

• Exclude Clause F.6 CCM Test Vectors 
 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
Paul: I will download Doug’s code and compare to the code in the draft. 
Comment: The compiler errors were based on how high the ANSI type checking was set. 
Paul: Or we could reject those comments. 
Comment: That would be OK. 
 
Chair: Any objection to a five-minute recess while we update the Letter Ballot Comment spreadsheet? 
None 
 
<five minute recess> 
 
Chair: Based on doc 03/033r8, there are a few Comments in pending status. 
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Comment 681 
Jesse: This was addressed and fixed in draft 3.4 
 
Comment 1135 
Chair: The original intent was to reject this.  Is this okay? 
Comment: Yes 
 
Comment 1537 
Chair: The vote failed, so we will reject this and it can be brought up in re-circulation. 
 
Comment 1866 
Comment: We removed this in the motion today. 
Accepted 
 
Comment 2032 
Chair: Any objection to rejecting? 
None 
 
Comments 2052, 2053, 2054 
Comment: To address these, we could make three motions to accept. 
 
 
Motion by Clint Chaplin 

Instruct the editor to accept the recommended changes for Letter Ballot 52 comments 2052, 2053, and 2054. 
 
Second: Donald Eastlake 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes 
 
 
Comment 2069 
Jesse: We were supposed to reject that because we voted not to address this. 
 
Comment 393 
Jesse: This language no longer exists.  So it is resolved. 
 
Chair: This places us at 100% of Letter Ballot 52 comments processed. 
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Chair: Are there any further motions before we go to re-circulation? 
None 
 
Jesse: There is no way I can get all these changes in today for the four hour rule for tomorrow’s Closing Plenary. 
Chair: Right.  Precedence has been set. 
Jesse: We should have a 15 day review of the draft before going to re-circulation to ensure that all the changes have 
been incorporated. 
Comment: I thought the rules stated that somebody can request that we do that. 
Chair: We have to make a motion to the full WG. 
Chair: When does the editor believe the draft will be available? 
Jesse: Approximately by Monday. 
Chair: I didn’t want to say to soon.  How about a week from Friday – May 23rd? 
 
Comment: We should add an agenda item to have an ad-hoc meeting to address re-circulation ballot comments. 
 
Chair: I need to talk to Al Petrick regarding the proper wording for the motions. 
<Chair handed to Paul Lambert while Dave Halasz speaks to Al Petrick> 
 
 
Submission: Donald Eastlake – doc 03/391 – TGi Ad-Hoc proposal 
Comment: What is the closest airport? 
Donald: Manchester, NH; Portland MN; Boston 
Donald: I don’t have prices yet, but they will probably be higher than they have been.  There are many other hotels 
up there. 
 
 
Discussion on data and location for TGi ad-hoc: 
Locations for ad-hoc: 

• UNH 
• ICSA Labs - Virginia 
• Mount Washington Hotel and Resort 

 
Dates: 

• June 24-26 
• June 30, July 1,2 
• July 8-10 

 
 
Straw Poll 

The TGi Ad-Hoc meeting date should be (may choose many) 
• June 24-26: 14 
• June 30, July 1,2: 10 
• July 8-10: 2 

 
Straw Poll 

The TGi location for the TGi ad-hoc should be (may choose many): 
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• UNH: 9 
• ICSA Labs – Virginia: 10 
• Mount Washington, NH: 11 

 
Straw Poll 

The TGi location for the TGi ad-hoc should be (choose one): 
• UNH: 4 
• ICSA Labs – Virginia: 8 
• Mount Washington, NH: 6 

 
 
Straw Poll 

The TGi location for the TGi ad-hoc should be (choose one): 
• ICSA Labs – Virginia: 7 
• Mount Washington, NH: 11 

 
 
Straw Poll 

The TGi Ad-Hoc meeting date should be (choose one) 
• June 24-26: 9 
• June 30, July 1,2: 6 

 
POI: If the facilities are not available during our preferred time, do we have a backup plan? 
Chair: Don said he would find an alternative venue. 
Comment: The 802.11 Planet conference is in Boston on June 24-26th. 
 
Comment: How many attended the ad-hoc last time? 
Comment: 15 normally, 40 for the conference call. 
 
<Chair handed back to Dave Halasz> 
 
 
Chair: We need to have the meeting minutes posted to the server prior to the Closing Plenary. 
 
Jesse: Draft 3.3 has change bars back to rev 3.  Should I leave them in? 
Chair: Two versions should be made available, one with change bars from 3.0 to 4.0, and one without. 
 
Chair: Should we decide if we want to go to re-circulation now, or wait until after the 1:00pm meeting? 
Comment: You changed the agenda to add special orders, so it would be in order to wait until after the 1:00 meeting. 
Comment: But we completed all of our Letter Ballot comment processing, we should vote on this now.  Opening 
this up later may open a risk that people may not think we are ready for re-circulation after the 1:00pm meeting.  
Comment: There will be many more people at the WG meeting than at our TG meeting to vote on this. 
Chair: Somebody is free to make a new motion after the 1:00pm meeting. 
Chair: We can always post the minutes as of now as rev 0, and then post rev 1 after our meeting is adjourned. 
Comment: You loose nothing by making the motion now. 
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Recessed until 10:30am 
Resume: 10:32am 
 
 
Chair: We do have a fixed time of 1:00pm to discuss fast roaming.  I will ask for submissions at that time. 
 
 
Motion for Delayed Recirculation: 

Believing that comment responses in 11-03/406r0 and motions duly adopted in TGi will enable the editor to 
produce the 802.11i draft 4.0 that satisfies WG 802.11 rules for letter ballot recirculation, instruct the editor to 
produce draft 4.0 and authorize a 15-day Letter Ballot recirculation to conclude no later than 6/12/2003. 

Mover: Merwyn Andrade 
Second: Jesse Walker 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Vote: 29-0-2 Passes 
 
 
Comment: When are rev 0 of the meeting minutes going to be made available? 
Chair: Now 
 
 
Motion by Al Potter 

Place the current TGi minutes (doc 03/406r0) onto the document server immediately following this motion. 
Second: Dave Nelson 
 
Discussion: 
None 
 
Chair: Any objection? 
None 
 
Motion Passes. 
<TGi meeting minutes 03/406r0 placed on server in ToDocKeeper> 
 
 
Chair: Is there any objection to a picture of the task group being taken? 
None 
<picture taken> 
 
Chair: Any objection to posting the picture on the 802.11 website? 
None 
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Comment: For the ad-hoc meeting, I have received a written proposal from the Washington resort for June 30, July 
1, 2.  The normal rate is $349/nite.  The quote is $255/nite.  A dinner jacket is required in the dining room. 
 
 
Straw Poll by Donald Eastlake 

The TGi ad-hoc should be at the Mt. Washington area (choose only one): 
• Attend at the Mt. Washington Resort at the presented rate: 11 
• Attend only at a less expensive hotel ($150/night): 8 
• Will not attend: 7 

 
Comment: Are there other hotels in the area that you could use to commute to the resort? 
Donald: Yes 
 
 
Comment: Are the dates for the ad-hoc for June 24-26th or June 30, July 1&2? 
Chair: Are there any objections to having the ad-hoc June 24-26th? 
Comment: Yes – I prefer the following week. 
Comment: If the dates are June 24-26, the Mt Washington resort may not be available. 
 
 
Straw Poll by Dave Halasz 

The TGi ad-hoc should be moved to June 30, July 1st & 2nd. 
 
Result: 5-9-11 
 
Chair: the dates of June 24-26 for the ad-hoc will remain. 
 
Comment: any further motions? 
 
Motion by Mike Moreton 

In order to make the best possible use of the available meeting time, and to ensure that there is enough time to 
consider properly all the fast roaming proposals, modify the agenda to allow immediate discussion of those 
proposals. 

Second: Paul Lambert 
 
Discussion: 
Chair: The person that made the agenda change is not here. 
Mike: I did let him know that I was going to make this motion. 
Chair: He may be in other meetings. 
 
Vote: 15-11-8 Passes (procedural) 
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Chair: Are there submissions for fast roaming? 
• Bob Moskowitz – doc 03/411r1 
• Tim Moore – doc 03/397 
• Dan Harkins – doc 03/419r0 

 
 
Submission: Bob Moskowitz – doc 03/411r1 – PMK Plumbing for Fast Roaming via the Neighborhood Graph 
 
Discussion: 
Jesse: Could you let us know what you have in mind for liveness for the blob? 
Bob: I haven’t completed the work there.  The replay may be all that I need to have.  Since this is going through an 
encrypted channel, I’m not sure I need liveness. 
Jesse: You do. 
Bob: It will either be a sequence counter or timestamp. 
Comment: More detail is needed on the distribution mechanism. 
Bob: It is a push mechanism.  The AS pushes to AP. 
Comment: Who has the responsibility to do the push?   
Bob: The AP is responsible to do the request. 
Bob: The AS becomes a repository of each AP’s topology, and knows the entire graph. 
Comment: What are the predictive future behavior algorithms? 
Bob: They are based on past behavior. 
Comment: so this builds on 11f, RADIUS, EAP Keying framework? 
Bob: If you don’t want to push, you don’t need the framework algorithm. 
 
Comment: There could be a memory requirement for storing the blobs on the STA. 
Bob: That is an optimization. 
 
Comment: On slide 3, why a (re)association request and not authentication request? 
Bob: The re-association request has the old SSID, so that is how the graph is learned. 
Comment: Fo you have normative text to go with this? 
Bob: Not yet. 
 
Jesse: Does the AP neighbor graph proliferate? 
Bob: The AP only learns its neighbors. 
Jesse: If you have at least three neighbors, there are ways to detect compromise. 
Bob: We could add the entire graph to each AP.  There are other works in this area that I could research. 
 
 
Chair: Any objection to modifying the agenda for Jesse to make a presentation? 
None 
 
Jesse: I wanted to validate the change that was requested to be made to Clause 8.4.2 
Chair: We can vote on this in re-circulation ballot. 
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Straw Poll by Dave Halasz 
Look for inconsistencies in the draft with the intent to modify the draft prior to re-circulation. 

Result: 3-12-14 
 
 
Chair: Is there any objection to recessing until 1:00pm? 
None 
 
Recessed until 1:00pm 
<lunch> 
Resume 1:02pm 
 
 
Submission: Tim Moore – doc 03/397r0 – Early 4-way handshake 
 
Discussion: 
Jesse: You can reduce the number of messages from 4 to 3, if random nonces are used.  This can be reduced to 2 if 
global nonces used. 
 
Tim: There are many changes that are required in the key management sections of the draft if we want to incorporate 
this or any method that changes the 4-way handshake. 
 
Comment: There is a trade off between the number of round-trips  
 
Jesse: There is a fatal security flaw.  The messages of the 4-way cannot be decoupled in time.  They must be run 
together to avoid a man-in-the-middle attack by pre-computing the 1st msg. 
Tim: The STA decides when to send message 2, not the AP. 
Jesse: The attacker is the station in this attack.  We have to make the nonces random.  The lack of randomness forces 
the messages to be locked together in time. 
Tim: I don’t see the problem because the STA sends message 2, not the AP. 
Jesse: Let’s work through this off-line.  This is a common security flaw.   
Chair: Jesse will do a write-up on the security flaw. 
Comment: So the current 4-way we are using is OK, but trying to use it in this approach causes a problem? 
Jesse: Yes 
Comment: Would making the nonces random fix the problem? 
Jesse: I’m not sure. 
 
Comment: I don’t think this proposal is as flexible.  The authenticator sends the first message which indicates that 
caching is occurring on the AP. 
Comment: Our proposal does not change the current state machine. 
Tim: I don’t see how this changes the state machine. 
 
Comment: Why not place all the messages in the Authentication frames? 
Tim: The problem is that during association you have to prove liveness, that is what the 2nd half is doing.  Doing all 
the 4-way in Authentication frames, you would have to prove liveness in the Association messages. 
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Comment: Right, so why not do it all in Authentication/Association messages? 
Comment: There have been proposals on incorporating the 4-way in Authentication messages, but we voted that we 
didn’t want to do that.  What QoS state needs to be setup at this time, and does that need to be authenticated? 
Comment: This crosses TGi, TGe and TGk.  If each does their own, it will not meet its requirements. 
Comment: If we move the 4-way to the Authentication messages, this will cause a DoS attack.  The APs could be 
flooded and forced to retain state. 
Tim: That problem already exists. 
Comment: Just to do the 4-way handshake, we observed 220ms (unloaded). 
Tim: We have seen much less. 
Jesse: Submission 03/241r1 lists the requirements we agreed upon. 
Tim: Those requirements are very vague. 
Jesse: This discussion is about politics and not technology.  This is very similar to our proposal.  It is important that 
we try to refine these requirements otherwise we won’t agree. 
Comment: The latency of 50ms is from the ITU. 
Tim: That does not strictly meet our needs.  When we roam we loose data. 
Comment: 50ms is 2 VoIP packets, so it’s considered jitter. 
Tim: Human perception of loss is more critical than delay. 
Comment: You use the AES of the PMK, I would suggest using the RADIUS attribute. 
Tim: There was a suggestion to use HMAC SHA1.  I don’t want it to come from one side. 
Comment: Were the times given on a Windows client? 
Comment: Yes. 
Comment: The scheduler running in Windows is not optimized for fast handoff.  There are too many variables. 
Comment: Yes, there were large variances.  The conclusion was to reduce the number of messages as much as 
possible. 
Tim: The biggest latency was the OS scheduling.  In one system, the 4-way took 1.1sec to complete which was a 
bug. 
Chair: Does your presentation keep the key hierarchy the same? 
Tim: Yes. 
Chair: Does doc 03/241 have a different key hierarchy? 
Tim: Yes. 
Chair: So this is more than a political difference from doc 03/241. 
Jesse: Ours is a different protocol which requires a different hierarchy. 
Chair: So are you saying that key hierarchy is not important? 
Tim: I was trying to re-use as much as we can of what we have. 
Jesse: That is a valuable goal.  I don’t understand the motivation of the people behind this.  Until we have a better 
understanding, we won’t make progress. 
Comment: There are some differences between doc 03/241 and caching PMK’s.  Given how the PMKs are moved 
about, you loose security properties.  The presentation Bill Arbaugh gave in Florida addresses some of these. 
Chair: I was encouraged by doc 03/241 because we consolidated proposals.  We should concentrate on why doc 
03/241 did not move forward. 
Tim: I simply tried to re-use as much of what we already have as possible. 
 
 
Submission: Dan Harkins – doc 03/419r0 – Naming Cached PMKs 
Discussion: 
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Jesse: I don’t think there is any issue on the last point because you pre-compute the PMK.  On slide 4, could you add 
a label to the derivation? 
Comment: I suggest placing the name at the end of the RNS IE. 
 
Comment: When a STA roams to an AP that it has never roamed to before, it must authenticate all the way to the 
AS? 
Dan: No, you could use the neighbor graphing scheme to have the PMK there for you. 
Comment: Doc 03/384 has ways to address this 
Comment: I want to ensure that a client with a limited amount of memory did not have to retain a large amount of 
information to support this. 
Comment: One problem with caching PMKs is that APs that the STA is not associated with are not trusted.  You are 
no longer going to be performing 802.1X to authenticate the AP. 
Dan: The authentication is between the STA and the AP. 
Comment: The trust assumption has been changed, that’s all. 
Jesse: We were forced into this because the full re-authentication on every roam is onerous to many applications. 
Dan: You could even say it is no longer a PMK since 3 parties know it. 
Comment: a STA could always force a full 802.1X authentication. 
 
Comment: I thought we already included PMK caching.  Is this simply adding a name to it? 
Dan: Yes 
Jesse: This is a good feature.  This addresses a Letter Ballot 52 comment I made. 
Comment: How much faster than the 50ms is needed to provide a fast handoff? 
Dan: Nancy is getting large numbers that are not sufficient, and Tim is getting numbers that are sufficient. 
Comment: This discussion is about naming the PMK – the question is not germane. 
 
 
Submission: Keith Amann – doc 03/430 – Probe for information regarding Fast Roaming and mobile 
multimedia requirements. 
 
Comment: When you say 50ms, do you mean with or without frame loss? 
Keith: With frame loss is tolerable. 
 
Comment: Unicast and/or broadcast.  To/from AP? 
Keith: For our application, unicast is the most important.  There are other applications that use broadcast.  From the 
time the re-association occurs to the time the data starts to transfer.  Both to and from the AP. 
Comment: The time should include from when data stops flowing from the old AP, to when data starts flowing 
through the new AP.  Also should include any time that TGe exchanges messages with the new AP to configure 
flows. 
Comment: We don’t know what other apps may be coming out that will require these requirements, but VoIP is a 
good place to start. 
Comment: How much jitter can a voice application handle? 
Keith: It depends on the implementation, codecs, etc.  Typically 50-100ms for voice.  Don’t know about video. 
Comment: I don’t think you will be happy with 50ms, it should be less. 
 
Keith: Timing taken in our MAC at the STA for Associations are 12-40ms. 
Comment: This includes the authentication exchange as well? 
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Keith: Yes. 
Comment: How much is the authentication exchange? 
Keith: Typically it is very small, especially with Open Authentication. 
 
Comment: We’ve reduced the discovery times. 
Comment: Could any of this latency be due to loss frames? 
Keith: No, it is on the AP side. 
Comment: On slide 3, you state that you don’t want to do pre-authentication, but you want to pre-compute keys.  
Keith: I don’t think pre-authentication will work across subnets.  Also, if a STA sees an AP that it may want to roam 
to, but then decides not to roam, it consumes resources on the AP it never roamed to. 
Comment: Maybe secure RTP is a better way to secure voice.  That would provide security between roams. 
Keith: Many of our customers want to secure their existing WLAN using 802.11i, so it doesn’t solve the problem.  I 
don’t get to the secure RTP traffic until I finish the handoff.  I agree that this would work, but it requires a closed 
network and people don’t want that. 
Comment: I think the problem can be solved today, but as we invent more, the budget will get squeezed.  The cell 
industry has solved this problem by using a make before break model. 
Keith: I agree.  There is a lot of resistance to this as I have advocated this in the past. 
Comment: To do that, we need another protocol for the layer 2 updates.  We could do multiple associations. 
 
 
Chair: Are there any additional submissions or discussions on fast roaming? 
Comment: Will there be any further opportunity to discuss this? 
Chair: Do you have a submission? 
Comment: No 
 
Comment: I would like to reserve time after the break to continue discussion. 
 
Chair: Any objection to recessing until 3:30pm? 
None 
 
Recessed at 2:51pm until 3:30pm 
Resume: 3:35pm 
 
 
Chair: We had the submissions on Fast Roaming, are there any further discussions? 
 
Discussion on direction to take on Fast Roaming 
Comment: If we don’t include Fast Roaming solution, we will fail re-circulation and set us back 4 to 6 months.  The 
risk is greater to not have anything, than to have a controversial one.  If we don’t do something that will minimize 
the number of messages, we are failing our objective.  We need to get Fast Roaming in this draft. 
 
Chair: At the April ad-hoc, we had two straw polls which indicated that we want a Fast Roaming solution, but that 
we also want to move TGi forward and not split the PAR.  I was encouraged by the combination of the previous Fast 
Roaming proposals, but we are still in this situation. 
Comment: Putting things in the draft that are not complete will draw many comments that will take months to 
process.  I would prefer not to include Fast Roaming into this re-circulation draft. 
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Comment: This is an iterative process.  If you add something that is incomplete, you will be forced to process 
comments.  People may fear that if Fast Roaming is not in the draft, that it may pass the re-circulation and they will 
loose their opportunity to add it later. 
Chair: People can change their votes from Yes to No.  If we drop below 75% we will go back to Letter Ballot. 
Comment: I thought that you could only vote No on new text. 
Chair: Yes, but people are creative.  If people feel that their comment of not having Fast Roaming is not addressed, 
they can change their vote to No. 
Chair: Remember that we did pass a vote to go to a 15 day re-circulation, and also an ad-hoc to process comments 
from that re-circulation ballot. 
Comment: The group has made a decision on Fast Roaming for this draft.  There is procedural issue if the group 
later decides to add something later today to the draft.  You should also attempt to get a better consensus before 
going to Letter Ballot so you don’t have as many comments to process.  You can change your vote from Yes to No 
if the voter does not agree with any new text or if the new text affects any of the existing text in a way that the voter 
does not agree.  Also, the people involved can get together in an informal way to resolve this issue, so you won’t 
loose any time.  It seems that the requirements are not clear, when by this time they should have been.  If the 
requirements are not defined soon, then drop Fast Roaming from TGi and start a new study group to address this. 
 
Comment: Of the 2000+ comments from the last Letter Ballot, only 14 had to do with Fast Roaming.  Also, adding 
new text and ideas may cause us to drop below 75%. 
Comment: Can we make motions now to adopt things into the draft after re-circulation? 
Chair: I’m not sure, however I would discourage it. 
Comment: It would be a way of starting the process the re-circulation comments we know we are going to receive. 
Comment: I’m hearing a lot of concern about adding things to the draft, but you may drop below 75% based on the 
text that has already been added. 
Comment: Regarding Fast Roaming, is the solution in the draft now good enough?  Are the proposals good enough?  
We need a solution soon, based on the straw poll.  We need a detailed review.  Ask for a review of the current draft, 
but then also ask the WG to review the Fast Roaming proposals to help expedite the process. 
Chair: What solution should be adopted should be made by the Task Group.  However I like the idea of working on 
things in parallel.  As far as what can we ask the full WG to review, I’ll ask Stuart Kerry. 
Stuart: In all fairness, this is the TG that should be dealing with the technical issues.  The TG has to advise the WG 
on the solution.  I understand the frustration with the process, but that is the process.  Perhaps the original PAR 
wasn’t defined correctly. 
Comment: So is the PAR so general that anything can be added to it?  Is Fast Roaming part of our PAR?  Can voters 
block the TG by stating something should be in our PAR? 
Stuart: It must be proven that it is in the PAR. 
Jesse: In fact there are three proposals, not two.  Doc 03/008 as well.  We all need to decide on what constitutes a 
compromise. 
Comment: Regarding not having the requirements defined this late in the game, the Fast Roaming proposals came in 
late.  I don’t think that Fast Roaming is part of our PAR, but nothing that we are doing precludes it.   
Chair: Regarding the timing of when Fast Roaming was proposed, Keith and I did make a submission at the St. 
Louis meeting, followed up by Tim and Bernard.   
Comment: So we’ve expanded the number of proposals to 4 or 5. 
Chair: We need some direction on the path we should take on this. 
Comment: The more we talk about Fast Roaming, the more unsure I am about adding it.  It does have the ability to 
delay the availability of TGi for some time.  We may want to repeat the straw poll. 
Chair: The way we proceeded with the OCB and CCM issue is by going to Letter Ballot. 
Comment: The straw poll was almost unanimous that we should have a Fast Roaming solution in TGi.  If the 
proposals are additive that could be added to TGi later, that is an option.  Otherwise, there is not an option but to 
include them now.  I would like to see a mechanism defined today on how to resolve this. 
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Chair: There is a contradiction – we have stated that we need TGi done ASAP, yet, we need Fast Roaming and we 
just rejected the proposal.  One of the comments I heard about the compromise what that the work being done relied 
on other work being done.  For example, 802.11i relies on 802.1X, which relies on EAP methods, which rely on 
EAP. 
Comment: If we don’t define Fast Roaming, then we will have proprietary solutions which don’t interoperate, or that 
do not work well.  One way is to provide hooks to support it, and then work on it later.   
Comment: My observation is that there is an issue of how to measure timing.  We should create a reference model of 
how to measure the timing of the exchanges. 
Chair: That is a good idea that we should pursue. 
Jesse: All the Fast Roaming solutions have a problem with the back-end processing. 
Comment: If the group wants an empirical analysis of the timing, NIST has given us a grant to do this.  If the 
vendors provide us with equipment, we can do perform these tests for you. 
Comment: We do want detailed review of at least one of the proposals.  People are reluctant to add things to the 
draft because they are difficult to remove later.   
Chair: So you are saying that if we add doc 03/241, it would be wider reviewed than if we didn’t? 
Comment: Yes 
Comment: Low power devices typically do not run Windows OS.  The numbers reported thus far are for Windows 
OS.  The majority of devices that will probably take advantage of this are running embedded OS’s.  We should get 
timing numbers for these devices. 
Comment: Let’s add both proposals to the draft. 
Comment: Nobody is making a motion.  How do we get agreement on which proposal to forward with? 
Chair: Doc 03/241 has text and has been the most developed.  The others are less mature. 
Comment: Doc 03/241 is not complete – it does not have state diagrams. 
Chair: Is the level of completeness between doc 03/241 and the others the same? 
Comment: I can’t say. 
Chair: Doc 03/241 was presented in April and has the most review. 
Comment: The selection criteria should include more tangible qualities rather than the number of eyes that have 
looked at it.  Also, if we add two proposals, then I will propose that we add OCB back to the draft. 
Comment: Can we have a 3rd party look at the security of the proposals. 
Chair: It is a volunteer organization. 
Comment: One thing left out of this discussion is the involvement of 802.1X and how to set the PAE Controlled 
Port to enabled.  We should have the two parties get together and discuss the issues. 
Chair: I would like to work on selection criteria after the dinner break. 
 
Chair: Is there any objection to working on the selection criteria after the dinner break? 
None 
 
Is there any objection to recessing until 7:00pm? 
None 
 
Recessed at 4:47pm 
<dinner> 
Resume: 7:13pm 
 
Chair: We left off with selection criteria for Fast Roaming.  Is this best done in an ad-hoc fashion?  Do we ask for a 
submission? 
Comment: I suggest that we make a list of what it takes to make this secure. 
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<Dave creating a list of Selection Criteria included in the May agenda document 03/440> 
 
Chair: Pre-authentication has a problem with crossing subnets.  But this is currently not on our selection criteria, so 
what we have today looks good. 
Comment: We are looking for a mechanism that forces us to finish. 
Comment: Pre-authentication is not sufficient because of the amount of state that is needed to be retained on both 
the client and infrastructure side.  There is a discovery issue as well as getting frames to the new AP. 
Comment: There is a solution to get layer 2 frames across a router – L2F. 
Comment: One half of the problem is getting the PMK to the new AP.  The other half is from the time the STA 
contacts the new AP until the data can flow. 
Comment: The problem is easier if you are going back to an AP you’ve associated to before, rather than pushing a 
PMK to an AP proactively. 
Comment: We are including both requirements and solutions. 
Comment: There are people in the room who have built silicon, and we don’t want to impact their designs.  I would 
like to distribute the changes across the hardware and software. 
 
Chair: We should make a submission out of this, and then refine it further. 
Comment: Some of these are more important than others. 
Chair: We need to weight these. 
Comment: There are process and functional requirements. 
Comment: We need to divide these into a setup part, and a protocol part, and then apply weights to these.  To 
converge, you could have each of those who make a proposal choose 4 or 5 of their top criteria.  And then create a 
short list that is a list of all common items from each list.  And then rate the proposals based on this short list. 
Comment: We have to be careful in that some critical component may be omitted by all proposals, and thus left off 
the list. 
Comment: Yes, an audit check is necessary when done. 
Comment: We need to expand on some of these to better define them. 
 
Chair: The consensus is to continue to work on the Selection Criteria.  We did vote to go to re-circulation.  I 
received a comment that 15 days was not enough time.  I feel that it is.  Plus, in the interest of addressing the 
comments in the ad-hoc, the 15 day ballot is required. 
Comment: Where are we going to go with the Selection Criteria? 
Chair: We will discuss it again in the ad-hoc, make a submission to vote on in the July meeting, and then use this to 
select the Fast Roaming proposal. 
 
Chair: Is there any further discussion? 
None 
 
Chair: Is there any objection to adjourning for the week? 
None 
 
Adjourned at 8:30pm 
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Abstract 
Minutes of Task Group J meetings held during the IEEE 802 Interim meeting in Dallas, TX from 
May 12 through 15, 2003. 
 
Executive Summary: 
 

1. Draft specification letter ballot passed with 66% return rate, 79% approval from 
ballot pool of 394 members (11-03/336r0)  

2. 279 Comments reported in 11-03/337r1 
3. xxx Comments resolved during week 
4. xx 
5. xx 
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Tuesday, March 13, 8AM session 
 
Peter Ecclesine appointed Secretary for the May Interim. 
 
Minutes of the IEEE 802.11 TGj,  Tuesday 14 May 2003,  08:00-10:00. 
Chair: Sheung Li   (Atheros) 
 
Chair called meeting to order by the chair at 08:10   22 members present at this time. 
Temporary Secretary appointed for first session:  Bruce Kraemer (Intersil) 
 
Agenda presented and approved by unanimous consent. 
 
Letter ballot 56 requesting approval of the TGj draft specification closed at midnight Monday 
May 12. Results were announced as:  Letter ballot passed with 66% return rate, 79% approval 
from ballot pool of 394 members. 

• results are contained in document  11-03/336r0  
• 279 Comments reported in 11-03/337r1 
• After comment resolution the revised draft will move to recirculation. 

 
Presentation by Yasuhiko Inuoe (NTT) on activities from ARIB/MMAC T-71 ad hoc (11-
03/323r0) 

Key points: 
• Chair of ad hoc is Matsumoto-san (Speednet). Purpose was to revise T-71 and 

generate T-71 Version 2. 
• Meetings were held Jan 23, Feb 25 & Mar 19 at which point work was complete. 
• The final version was available May 9  and is expected to be ratified on June 5. 
• There was extended discussion on the channelization  content and plans for T-71. 

It was noted that 10 MHz channels are not included in T-71 Ver 2 but the ad hoc 
would continue to meet. Expectation is that Version 3 would address alternate 
channelization but there is no firm schedule for its release.  

• Preparation of TGj specification text should continue without waiting for further 
T-71 versions.  

 
Comment Resolution 
There was discussion about how to proceed with the comment resolution and approval of new 
text.  
Motion: “Comment resolution motions on LB56 will be deferred until 3:30pm Thursday” 
Move: Ecclesine, Second: Hansen        Passed (16/0/1) 
 
Comments were then reviwed in numerical order as recorded in 11-03/337r1. 
Comments 1-60 were discussed and dispositioned. 
 
Minutes of the IEEE 802.11 TGj,  Tuesday 14 May 2003,  10:00-12:00. 
 
Session called back to order at 10:30 am. 
 
Mark Webster is the acting secretary for this time slot (10:30 - 12:00). 
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Voting results have been updated.  There is now a revision 1. 
 
Back on LB56 Comment Resolution. 
Picking-up with comment 61. 
 
The vote results for LB56 are not official until announced by  
the working group.  So, the early vote results will be deleted from  
the 11j minutes taken earlier this morning. 
 
Orders of the day called at 12:09 PM. 
This time slot is recessed. 
Meet again at 1 PM. 
 

 
Minutes of the IEEE 802.11 TGj,  Tuesday 14 May 2003,  13:00-15:00. 
 
 
Meeting called back to order at 1:05 Pm. 
Mark Webster is the acting secretary for this time slot (13:00 - 15:00). 
 
Re-starting at comment 204. 
 
Finished first pass of comment resolution at 2:04 Pm. 
 
Several issues identified that will need to be resolved: 
 
Issue A: 
10 MHz channelization as provided by MPHPT 49.20 and 49.21. 
39 comments 
 
Issue B: 
1 comment 
Support of arbitrary center frequencies with basis other than 5 GHz 
 
Issue C: 
1 comment 
Do regulators specify table 95 of 50 mV or 15.625mW/MHz EIRP 
 
Issue D: 
4 comments 
Timing and air propagation changes for FWA. 
 
Issue E: 
2 comments 
RF and Multipath changes for FWA. 
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Updated comments will be posted To Doc Keeper as 337r2 
 
PRESENTATION: 
Spurious and Transmission Power Regulations 348r1 
by Kasuhiro Okanoue 
Document describes different rules for licensed and  
unlicensed operations and power levels. 
 
Issues A and E will be discussed at 1 PM on Thursday. 
 
Discussion on Issue C: 
Peter Eccelsine will talk to Denis Kuwahara.  This has 
been resolved. 
 
Discussion on Issue B: 
Brainstorm on channel number schemes.   Mostly by Peter.   
Key off country code?  Add new information element? 
Use 201 as a 1st channel number (currently not used)?   
This would act as an escape key. 
Peter will prepare text on this idea. 
 
Voting will take place on Thursday. 
Will entertain presentations on Issues A, D and E Thursday. 
 
Will resume Thursday, 1 pm - 9:30 pm. 
 
People can review our current comments in 337r2. 
 

Bob Neilsen and Kasuhiro move to recess. 

Recess at 3 PM for the day. 
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Monday May 12 – 3:30 to 5:30 PM 
Call to Order by the Chair 

37 in attendance 

The Chair presented the IEEE SA IP policy to the attendees 

Agenda 
1 Meeting Call to Order -PAINE 
2 REVIEW IEEE/802 & 802.11 POLICIES and RULES (IP, Voting, Robert's Rules, etc) -PAINE 
3 APPROVE OR MODIFY AGENDA -PAINE  
4 Set/Review Objectives -PAINE / ALL  
5 Update on Teleconference Results -PAINE / ALL 
6 Technical Vision and Architecture Presentations-PAINE/ALL  
7 Technical Presentations-PAINE/ALL   
          Dinner Break   
8 Technical Presentations PAINE/ALL 
9 Recess until Tuesday morning 

Agenda Approved unanimously 

Call for Presentations 
•  RSSI (signal strength at the antenna) - Harry 
•  Voting MIB into the spec - Pain 
•  Kaiser Modifications to specification - Paine 
•  Beacon vs probe response for information elements - Falk 
•  Neighborhood mapping – Arbaugh 
•  PSNI, RCPI - Kwak 
•  Adding measurements - Zhun 
•  11k documentation process – Harry 
•  Measurement Framework for fast roaming and MIBs – Marty 
•  Modified specification text – Lefkowitz and Zhong 
•  Site reporting - Lefkowitz and Zhong 
•  New proposed measurement (CCA) - Zhong 
•  Start Time of the Measurement – Zhong 
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Presentations: 
Harry Worstell presented a talk on the IEEE Style Manual and proper use of text in Draft 
documents. 

Kaiser Modifications to MIB postponed until Simon completes the presentation due to  

David Skellern presented a discussion on Error Vector Modulation 
• EVM instead of PSNI 
• EVM does not refer back to data rates 
• Calculation is independent of data rate 
• Additional power consumption will be needed but how much is unknown 
• if multi-packet how do you report the different rate –  

o need to know for each rate 
• question on how you calibrate or check the EVM measure 

o you need to read Joe’s PSNI presentation to understand this one 
 
When will we be voting during the week? 

Chair: We have many presentations on very similar topics, we should not do votes as we 
go along, but at the end of the week. 
 

Recess for dinner break 

 

Monday - May 12, 7:00 to 9:30PM 
Joe Kwak presented 03/315 on PSNI 

Comment: May need larger dynamic range for location and interference 

Joe Kwak presented 03/316 on Normative text for PSNI 

Joe presented 03/317 on Normative text for RPCI 

Chair: 

Modifications from Daryl Kaiser doesn’t match with line numbers ? Will need to resolve 

Marty Lefkowitz presented documents 03/174r2 and 03/174a on site reporting  

author feels Arbaugh paper orthogonal to these -  his paper is for context transfer 

Arbaugh sends keys out to multiple APs because STAs are moving between APs 

fast roaming – is 40 mS good enough for total hand-off (disassociate/associate) 

Are these all measurements or elements of control? 

 

recessed at 9:30PM 
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Tuesday May 13, 2003 
Call to Order 8:00AM 

Agenda 
Chair started the meeting with the document submitted by Daryl Kaiser 03/318r0. 

Section 7.3.2.20, p.10, Line 8 - replace with this text (similar to what’s there now): 
The Measurement Report field shall be null when the Incapable bit is set equal to 1 or the 
Refused bit is set equal to 1. Otherwise, it shall contain the specification of the 
measurement report, as described in the following subclauses. 
 

Motion: Move to instruct the editor to make the changes in the text 
(Paragraph 1) compliant with document 318r0 
Marty Lefkowitz 
Joe Kwak 
 

Motion: move to change the document number from 318 to 03/318r0 
Mover Harry Worstell 
Second Mike Morton 
Unanimous 

Approve 12 no 0 Abstain 5 
Motion Passes 

 

Addressed Section 7.3.2.20 of the Draft 0.1 document 

Section 11.7.3, p.29, Line 29 - append to first paragraph: 
Randomisation shall be applied to start times of broadcast and multicast measurement 
requests only; start times of unicast requests shall not be randomised. 
 

Comment: With the stack and this modification is it still possible to do the measurement at 
the exact same time?……Yes  

Comment: No concept in current spec for synchronized measurements … was added to 
resolve this issue 

Comment: The back-off time will take care of the randomisation issue and therefore this 
change is not needed.   -   Is already in specification to be randomised 

 

Motion: Move to instruct the editor to make the changes in the text (Paragraph 
2) compliant with document 03/318r0. 
Mover  Joe Kwak 
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Second   Simon Barber 
Approve    4    No   3    Abstain  9 
Motion Fails 
 

Address new section between Section 11.7. 

Section 11.7.3, p.29, Line 2 - modify sentence in second paragraph: 
Each station shall start its first channel measurement or begin accessing the channel to 
transmit power-save notification, as appropriate, at a randomly selected time within a 
predefined interval that begins at the requested start time.   
 

Each STA shall start its first channel measurement  

Adding an or to the conditional 

 
Motion: Move to instruct the editor to make the changes in the text (Paragraph 
3) compliant with document 03/318r1. 
Mover  Joe Kwak 
Second   Simon Barber 
Approve    7    No    0   Abstain  13 
Motion  Passes 
 

Section 11.7.7.4, p.29 (Noise Histogram) – add the following sentence: 
The sampling interval shall be 100 ms or less. 
Question as to why 100mS? 

No Motion Made 
 

Add new section between 11.7.4 and 11.7.5, Title: Measurement Timing Accuracy: 
Since radio measurements do not require precise time synchronization nor precise duration, 
stations are allowed substantial tolerances on the actual start times and durations of 
measurements. Upon receiving a unicast Measurement Request frame and reaching the specified 
start time of a particular Measurement Request element, a STA shall complete any ongoing 
transmission before beginning the measurement process for this element. At this point, the STA 
shall (a) start its serving channel measurement, or (b) start to switch channels for a non-serving 
channel measurement, or (c) begin accessing the channel to transmit a power-save notification, 
as appropriate. If measuring a non-serving channel, the STA may further delay its measurement 
if the duration would overlap with the next DTIM beacon.  
 
Upon receiving a broadcast or multicast Measurement Request frame, a STA shall compute a 
random start time for the first measurement element, as described in a previous subclause.  Upon 
reaching the computed start time for the first measurement element and for the start times of all 
subsequent elements, the STA shall complete any ongoing transmission and then begin the 
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measurement process for the element according to the options defined in the preceding 
paragraph.  
 
For any measurement request element of duration D, the STA shall use actual measurement 
duration within the interval [D, D+20ms] and report the actual duration in its response. 
 

No Motion Made 

 

Section 11.7.7.4, modify the last sentence as follows: 
The Noise Histogram Report in the Radio Measurement category shall include only non-
802.11 energy by sampling the channel only when no 802.11signal is present. The station 
shall determine signal presence based on CS. 

(note to editor: the change above avoids the problem of linking the noise histogram to the 
STA’s current CCA mode. The problem occurs when the STA happens to use energy detect 
only (ED), which would produce a noise histogram of little value. Internally, PHYs are 
capable of carrier sense (CS), which they use to provide noise estimates to the higher layer 
processor. This is true even when the PHY is configured to CCA Mode = ED. So this 
proposed text for 11.7.7.4 is both necessary and feasible.) 

No Motion made 

The Chair yields the chair to Mika Kasslin 

Richard Pain presented document 171r5 for J Kim who is not able to be present. 

171r5 document Summary of the MIB and proposed normative text. 
 

Motion: To instruct the editor to make the changes in the text (dot11MAC) 
compliant with document 03/171r5 
 
Moved by Richard 
 
Simon Barber friendly amendment for motion to read: 
To instruct the editor to make the draft 802.11k D0.1 compliant with the dot11mac 
section of the document 03/171r5 
 
Moved Richard Pain 
Second Lars Falk 
 
Discussion: 

is the document on the serve? It has been on the WEB site for several days 
Comment: Spoke against the motion because the concepts are good but text needs 
modified 
Comment: Would like to urge the group to incorporate this into the draft and pull out 
later that which is not appropriate 
Comment: Disagreed with the previous comment . Did not present the text in the meeting 
only on the teleconferences. 
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Richard withdraws the motion and Lars agreed 
recess for break 
 
Presentation on 171r5 by  Richard Paine 

 “Item 2 Proposed Normative Text” 
MPDU counter 
Comment: Why do you need counter for 3rd party measurements…could cost processing 
and memory 
Comment: need to define how much memory is needed for PER STA Table and what are 
the requirements 
Comment: STAs in per STA table should be at a min the associated table…. could be 
many STAs near by 
Comment: Need to propose the min set to be included in the table 
Comment: may need to make optional? 
 
Questions: 

Passive measurements are a good thing 
It does not specify when counter is initialised or reset 
Tricky to observer failures is not necessarily a desired result 
CCA  busy fraction and CCA monitor duration should be in MAC 
TU is already in MAC so should these be in MAC table not PHY place in some new 
TGk place  or place in dot11mac-counters group 
Are these optional or mandatory –  optionality will be in pics 

 
Suggestion to take straw polls later today on section by section 
 

Mika relinquishes Chair to Richard 
 
Lars Falk presented 03/304r0 “Beacon Report Proposal” 

Question: Why exclude beacon interval 
Answer: is or will be in main beacon report 
Question: Should that area be completed 
Answer: This is a start and there will be more enhancements 
 
Straw Poll 
 
Should the group add 7.3.2.20.1 changes in beacon report 
for  12     against 1   abstain 11 
 

Lars Falk presented 03/305r0 “Roaming Counter Proposal” 
Question: roaming is not defined n MAC so how do you count the roaming in 
MAC 
Answer: can count the reassociations 
Question: Roaming is handled in SME and can’t be identified in MAC 
Comment: could check against 171R5 
 

Agenda for this section is complete. 
Comments by the Chair: 
Marty to make his motion at 3:30 
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Zhun present at 3:30 
Simon Black to present at 1:30 
Mr Lin at 1:00 

Recess for lunch 
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Tuesday, May 13, 2003 – 1:00PM 
 
Call to Order  

 
 

Motion: Move that all information elements that are present in the measured 
Beacon or probe responses should also be included in the beacon report according 
to proposed text  changes of the TGk draft D0.1 in 03/304r0 

 
Moved Lars Falk 
Second Mr. Hjlm 
Approve 7  reject 0   Abstain 3 
Motion passes 
 
Presentation by Paul Lin   03/362  “Security Issues” 

Question 
Should TGk consider security issues (other than DOS) requirements? 

What form? 
 
Comment: is a concern but should not be addressed here 
Question: not specific to TGk is also in TGe and TGh 
Question: how would you propose we address the management security issue 
Answer: Was looking for someone to address the issue 
C: there is also an issue of denial of service 
Question: What is the primary threat? 
Answer: not sure …needs a more serious look….Spoofing and playback 
Question: Can’t that be accomplished in promiscuous mode and get all MAC addresses 
etc.so the problem already exists 
Comment: already a problem with all management frames 
Comment: Suggest that the Chair socialize the problem with the other Chairs and WG 
 
 Chair to see who should address the issues 
 
 

 Simon Black presents 03/232r0A “Proposed for STA MIB statistics gathering  and distribution “ 
 
Question: by moving the client you can get various RSSI readings 
Comment: Good approach 
Comment: would like the mechanism be generalized to just get the exact information you 
want…better efficiency  
Comment: Extend the concept to set up an information element called system information 
element…probe response might be a good way to retrieve the information…will 
converge some of these ideas 
Answer: Group worried that the beacon would be overloaded and this would address that 
concern…broad extensible mechanism….There is no mechanism to request information 
Commnet: Quality estimator of the uplink load of each STA…need way to measure 
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Straw Poll 
 
Add statistics measurement types 
Add measurements thresholds in MIB 
Add neighbourhood information mechanism 
Add BSS load reporting 
Add STA Quality Estimation mechanisms 

 
Lars Falk took over as secretary 
  
Presentation by Richard Paine: document 11-03-318r0, “Kaiser Changes to Specification”.  

The document is on the server and contains several proposed motions on normative text. 
 

Joe Kwak, “PSNI and RCPI: New PHY Measurements”, 11-03-315r0:  
two earlier proposals merged to one.  
 

Site report, 174, Marty Lefkowitz. The AP informs the STA about other APs.  
Complementary to our proposal. Straw poll in favour of proposal, 9-1-10 

Recess at 21.30 
 
Tuesday morning 
Kaiser changes to specification, Kaiser not here, Paine presents 318: several motions to correct 
some minor typos in the draft. Some approved, some not and some not up for voting since they 
needed further explanation. 
MIB proposal 171r5 by Kim, presented by Paine (Kim not present): objections to the motion, to 
much to put into the draft at one time. Motion withdrawn, will come back later. 
Coffee 
Richard Paine walks through 171r5. 
My proposals: beacon report got support in straw poll, motion later. Roaming counter should be 
in SME, according to Simon Barber. There should be two counters, according to Paul Lin, Intel, 
one for ESS and one for BSS. 
Lunch 
Beacon report motion approved. 
Security issues in 11k, Paul Lin, Intel:  
STA statistics and RRM information, Simon Black/Hasse Sinivaara, Nokia, 338: several 
interesting mechanisms proposed, e.g. on neighbourhood information. 
Minutes 
Announcement from Al Petrick: servers will be updated 5-5.30. A short term fix will be added to 
the reflector in order to speed it up. Proposed rule changes on Friday. Around 80% have not 
updated their profile information on the server, so please do that. 
Simon Barber: … 
Richard Paine: can we merge proposal with proposal from Marty? 
Marty Lefkowitz: it is completely different paradigms. 
Richard Paine: thresholds, could they get screwed up with management? 
Simon: I have proposed MIB placeholders. 
Simon Barber: threshold, specific use of them? It should be documented. 
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Bala: threshold, will they match networks and stations? 
Straw polls 

• Add Statistics measurement types? Yes: 15, no: 0, abstain: 12 
• Add measurement thresholds in MIB? Yes: 4, no: 6, abstain: 19 
• Add Neighbourhood Information mechanisms? Yes: 18, no: 0, abstain: 10 
• Add BSS Load reporting element? Yes: 15, no: 0, abstain: 12 
• Add STA Quality Estimation mechanisms? Yes: 14, no: 6, abstain: 10 

 
Richard Paine: what to do with the MIB proposal of J Kim? Straw polls? 
Simon Barber: many open issues. Info on STA not communicating with? Beacons from 
unassociated  STAs? Are all variables necessary? 
Richard Paine: J Kim implied that all sections could be treated separately.  
Can we vote on them separately?  
All proposals not acceptable for the entire group, so we wait. 
Marty: new concepts should be discussed, before MIB gets voted in. 
 
Recess at 14.45 until 15.30 
 
Voting on site report 
Marty makes short presentation of 03/174r3. 40 ms time is from TGe.  
 
Motion: “Instruct the editor to incorporate the text in 03/174r3 into the TGk 0.1 
draft.”  
Moved Marty Lefkowitz 
Second by Keith Amon. 
Discussion on motion. 
 

Keith in favour 
Simon Black: against. Several reasons. A lot of overlap with my proposal. 
Marty: a lot of material on channel maps has been taken out of the text. 
Channel map can altered to support FH. Rate much will be good enough. 
Site information will retrieved via active scan. Not as important as fast 
roaming. 
Simon Barber: against. Concept of subnet? Layer violations. Better to 
integrate proposal with other proposals. 
Marty: subnet is very important for layer 2 devices. It should be in there. 
Trusted insecurity, there are some issues regarding e.g. spoofing, but that is 
a 802.11 wide issue. 
Paul Lin:  
Marty: subnet is not necessarily related to ESS ID. 
Simon Barber: passed 

 
Yes: 18, no: 4, abstain: 4 
Technical motion, it passed with 82% yes votes 
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Point of information: Simon Black asks for order of the day, i.e. where are we in the agenda. 
When was it said that we should vote on site report? Richard: should be in minutes, was 
announced yesterday. Simon wants to see the minutes. Simon has seen the minutes, is he 
satisfied? 
 
Presentation by Zhun Zhong, Medium Sensing Time Histogram Request and Report, 03/340r1a: 
There is more information about the channel activity than the CCA busy fraction in the current 
draft can tell. A medium sensing histogram can provide information about busy and idle 
durations. It is represented as probability densities of busy or idle durations. Medium sensing 
time histogram request and report proposed. Detailed text is in 03/341r1. 
Question, Mikael Hjelm: microwave example, aren’t we talking about longer time periods for 
that? 
Question, Joe Kwak: usefulness of this additional information? Statistical spaces in between 
arrival times missing. No control over statistics. What to do with this information? 
Answer, Zhong: corresponds to interarrival time. Measurements on heavy load there are always 
packets transmitted. In lightly loaded cases you will see … Useful for determing TXOP and 
microwave. 
Question: none 802.11 detection? 
Answer: we do not fix the accuracy. Very flexible. 
Question: accuracy of measurement and… Compiling… 
Answer: the CCA fraction is not enough. Pattern gets lost. Sensing over time better. 
Joe Kwak: one example to help us understand the utility? When you get a TXOP you have the 
medium. 
Zhong: helps the AP to choose a good channel. 
Answer from the floor:  
Comment from floor: all information is vital and helpful in large deployments. 
Comment from floor: all channels are not corrupted by microwave. 
Walk through of detailed text in 341r1. 
Q: CCA …? 
 
Motion: Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text of 03/340r1 into 
802.11k 0.1 draft. 
Moved: Amjad Soomro 
Second: Malik Audeh 
 
Yes: 7    No: 2   Abstain: 4 
Motion passes with 78% 
 
Presentation by Amjad Soomro on start time of measurement, using the 802.11h draft 3.3.4. He 
will propose changes to the 11h draft that TGk or TGh should implement. Measurement request 
frame format designed for a two layer approach. Ambiguity sometimes on when measurement 
starts on AP and STA side, e.g. due to congestion. It is helpful to include time stamps in reports. 
DSF timer should be included in both request and report. This should be adopted by both TGh 
and TGk. TGh will consider this proposal after this week. TGh draft 3.9 with proposed changes. 
Discussion? 
Richard: how does this fit with our desire to incorporate time stamps in a number of 
measurements? 
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Joe Kwak: multiple terminals should perhaps be able to do measurements simultaneously. 
Alternative is to send multiple requests simultaneously to multiple terminals. 
Answer: could be done that way 
David Skellern. TGh is working on text to have it done this way. 
Richard: we can delay issue until next session because we won’t be close to LB. 
 
Four submissions for Thursday. Simon Barber is ready to present MIB proposal tonight. 
Joe Kwak: RCPI, PSNI and EMV discussion/decision/motions should be scheduled for tonight. 
Joe has two motions ready for consideration. Joe will check with Harry if he can do his 
presentation tonight. 
Random start time by Worfolk/Lefkowitz/Zhong can also be presented tonight. 
David Skellern: Daryl Kaiser … No EVM text for proposal yet. 
Four issues for tonight. Any other business?  
No.  
No objections to recess at 17.15, meeting again at 19.00. 
 
 
 
 
 
Tuesday, May 13, 2003 -  7PM 

 
Call to order 
Chair: Richard Paine 
Secretary: Harry Worstell 
 
Simon Barber presented 03/171r6 which is the modified (down sized J Kim Document) 
 
Straw Poll 
 
Would you support this proposal for the 171r6 document be placed in the draft 
Yes  11  No 0  Abs 4 
 
Motion : move to amend the agenda to include a vote on the 03/171r7 on 
Thursday morning May 15  
 
Unanimous 
 

Joe Kwak 315-316-317 was placed on the server at 7:00pm May 13, 2003. 
Joe presented these documents again for the purpose of discussion 
Comment: EVM does not cover the entire radio chain as does PSNI 
Comment: Not sure how EVM and PSNI will map together 
Comment: Standard should provide  

 
Straw Poll 
Could you support the PSNI normative text into the Draft? 
Yes  7   Against 12  abstaining   8 
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RCPI   
 
Straw Poll 
 

Could you support the RCPI normative text into the Draft? 
yes  14   Against  0   abstentions  13 
 
Motion: Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text from document 
11-03-317ro-K-RCPI Normative text.doc into the TGk D0.1 Draft 
specification. 
 
Moved Joe Kwak 
Seconded Simon Barber 
Yes  10      against      0   Abstain  9   

 
Straw Poll 

Could you support the RCPI normative text into the Draft? 
yes  14   Against  0   abstentions  13 
 
 

Patrick Worfolk presented Document  03/372r0  “Randomized Internal and Start times” 
 
Straw Poll 
 

Could you support the explicit Start time and random interval normative text into the 
Draft? 
yes  14   Against  0  abstentions  8 

 
 
Covered agenda for Thursday 
 
Recess until Thursday Unanimous 

 
Thursday May 15, 2003 
 
Call to order 
 
Simon Barber presented the document 171r6 

updated171r5  from last night and placed on the server Thursday 3:00 pm 
 

Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate the text from 03/171r7 
per instructions in the document into the TGk Draft D 0.1. 
Moved: Simon Barber 
Second: Harry Worstell 
Yes     13       No      0    Abstain   2 
 
Motion Passes 
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Patrick Worfolk re-presented 03/372r0 “Randomization Interval ….” 
Has been on the server since May 12 at 5:00PM 
Comment: What is the rational or reason in randomization 
Answer: for one message a number of information comes back 
Comment: Why randomizes response time -   
Comment: for reporting measurement  
Comment: there is already an existing mechanism in the MAC for preventing 
broadcast storms 
Answer: when asking a group of STAs to report this provides a mechanism and 
gives control 
Answer: Doesn’t capture all the TGh additions – TGh added a late bit in the 
report 
Comment: Conflict that nothing is presently in the TGk draft for these issues 
Comment: for requesting start time when start time has expired and each specifies 
its own start time 

 
 
Motion: Move to Instruct the editor to incorporate the text from 
03/372r0 per instructions in the document into the TGk Draft D 
0.1. 
Moved: Patrick Worfolk 
Second: Marty Lefkowitz 
Yes     10       No   0     Abstain   11 
Motion Passes 
 
Question: Should the start time be bounded 
Comment: TGh has a limit reason unknown 
 
Straw Poll  
 

Do  the  measurement requests need to be time bounded 
Yes  4   No  7  Abstain  15 

 
Modify the agenda to move the Joe Kwak document on PSNI to later 
in the agenda 
Unanimously approved  
 
Moo Ryong Jeong presented “Fast active scan…..” 03/416r0 

Comment: No a requirement for STA to scan every channel 
Question: is the probe request to a specific SSID  
Answer: is addressed to a specific AP 
Comment: There is already a mechanism in the MAC (RTS/CTS)for doing 
this 
Answer: can not obtain all the information 
Comment: 3 comments 
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• not sure of understanding of current standard -  
misunderstanding 

o 11.1 and 7.1.3.3.3 are ambiguous 
o A: should be some conflict resolution in standard 

and can still use ACK -  
• May be unrealistic 

Comment: this has improved the response time but not sure how it would 
be used but doing this in panic mode is wrong 
Comment: should continue this discussion further and come back 
 

Joe Kwak discussed his previous PSNI presentation 
3 Issues at this time still left to address 

• accuracy of measurement  
• Applicably to non AWGN channels 
• needs to provide the data rate at which the measurement is taken 

Urges a yes vote with at this time with more work to be done later 
 
 
Motion: Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text 
from document 11-03-316r1-K-PSNI normative text .doc 
into the TGk draft D0.1 specification document 
Moved Joe Kwak 
Second Patrick Worfolk 
Discussion: 
C: need to do more work and speak against the motion 
C: was confirming the previous comment 
Yes   2  No 15   Abstain  4 
Motion Fails 
 
Bill Arbaugh presents  “Neighborhood Mapping” 03/427 
 
Question: did you look at the APs dynamically changing channels 
A: Still evaluating  
Question: Optimum time is related to the function of APs in the channel 
and amount of data in the channel. Are you considering looking into this? 
Answer: Contention did not appear to increase the time. Done with a very 
small number of APs. 
Comment: Large number of APs will increase contention 
Comment: Found that simulations were not the same as real world 
evaluations and are now doing live measurements to evaluations. 
 

Joe Kwak presented 03/408r0 “Periodic Measurements” 
Comment: Used to facilitate measurements to upper layers 
Comment: STA makes the decision to handoff how does this help 
Comment: guarantees STA uniform behavior…author want to setup 
flexible facilities to do handoffs 
Comment: Likes presentation, central reporting mechanism is of comcern 
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Comment: hysterics can be applied to PSNI or not use 
Comment: most data rates are selected on dropped packets is this reported 
back to the AP  
Answer: one report back to AP and can be canceled 
Comment: Antenna gains are not taken into account 
Answer: Power is not the best measure of quality of data and adjustment 
of data rate 
This is just for the Beacon Request  
Comment: Worried about how this effects power consumption of 
handheld devices. Too much scanning will cause power loss 
Answer: This does not constrain the use of this concept and nothing 
should be mandatory 
Question: What happens when STA become out-of-reach and the 
measurement can’t be cancled 
Answer: Repeated measurements should have a lifetime  
 
Straw Poll 
 
Do you support  the editor to incorporate the text from document 11-03-
408r0-K-Perodic Measurements NormText.doc into the TGk Draft D0.1 
specification document. 
Yes   15      No    10     Abstain  7 
 
Tamara Shelton presents document 03/427r0 
 

Chair : 
Announcement 

   Teleconferences every Wednesday at 8:00AM PST 
First Item is to go over 03/427r0 
Wants to be informed …. send email to server 
No objections to continuing teleconferences 

Adjourned at 11:58AM 
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HTSG Report
• Executive Summary of the Week:

– Attendees: 121
– Presentations:12
– Output Docs: 4
– The HTSG Meet Monday and Tuesday for 12.5 

hours.
– The Study Group agreed to form 2 Special 

committees to provide the group with input that will 
provide the basis for the Selection and Comparision 
Criteria for the Task Group.
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Presentations Given:
• 11-03-326r0 TGn Chairs Status Update May 12, 2003
• 11-03-327r0 A proposed usage model methodology for the High 

Throughput Task Group
• 11-03-313r0 Intel-SISO/MIMO WLAN Channel Propagation Results
• 11-03-368r0 Outputs of Usage Model Special Committee
• 11-03-379r1 Multiple Antennas: Performance Gains with Channel 

Measurements
• 11-03-376r0 Throughput Enhancement via Frame Aggregation
• 11-03-307r0 Backward Compatibility Case Studies
• 11-03-334r0 Trial-Based Study of Next Gen Wireless LAN Tech in 

Singapore
• 11-03-298r0 The Performance of Space-Time Codes in Office 

Environments
• 11-03-283r0 Signaling for Adaptive Modulation
• 11-03-346r0 Application Characteristics for High Throughput Usage 

Scenarios
• 11-03-369r0a Indoor WLAN Channel Models Special Committee Report
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Output Docs:

• 11-03/333r0  This Report.
• 11-03-278r0  Minutes for HTSG
• 11-03-363r1  Minutes for Channel Model 

Special Committee
• 11-03-354r0 Minutes for Usage Model 

Special Committee
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HTSG Motions

• Move to authorize the HTSG “Channel Model 
Special Committee” and “Usage Model Special 
Committee” to hold bi-weekly Conference Calls 
with no less than a 30 day notice after this May 
802.11 Interim Session, and continue until the 
Sept. 802.11 Interim Session in accordance with 
802.11 rules.

• Moved:  Colin L.     2nd: Eric J.   SG Vote:57-0-0
• WG vote:Unanimous Consent
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Telecom Announcement

• Usage Models Special Committee: 
– June 17, 2003 at 3 PM PST

• Channel Models Special Committee:
– June 19, 2003 at 8:30 AM PST



May 2003

Jon Rosdahl, Micro LinearSlide 7

doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/333r1

Submission

July Objectives

• Get the Task Group Created!
– Respond to any comments on the PAR and/or 5 

Criteria from the 802 Executive Committee.
• Special Committee Reports and updates
• Continue on the process as described in the 

PAR document.
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HT-SG

Welcome to 
High Throughput Study Group
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Meeting Tone

• PLEASE Bring your Engineer 
Mentality and Technologist Attitude

• Please keep a Positive Attitude  

• Please check your Ego and Politics at 
the door.
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2. Review IEEE/802 & 802.11 Policies and 
Rules

• Study Group: Everyone Votes.
• All 802 policies apply
• All 802.11 policies apply
• Submissions must meet document format 

criteria.
• All Study Group voting requires 75% 

consensus.
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6. Patents
IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent 
applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or 
applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory 
and optional portions of the standard. This assurance shall be provided without 
coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation when a patent 
becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assurance shall be a 
letter that is in the form of either 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not enforce any of its 
present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement the 
proposed IEEE standard against any person or entity using the patent(s) to 
comply with the standard or 

b) A statement that a license will be made available without compensation or 
under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that are 
demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's 
approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that 
period.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings
• Don’t discuss licensing terms or conditions

• Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions or market 
share

• Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

• Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed… do 
formally object.

If you have questions,
contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator
at patcom@ieee.org

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board – December 2002
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Agenda Monday AM
• 1. 10:30 AM Call Meeting to Order 
• 2. Review IEEE/802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
• 3. Approve/Modify Agenda 
• 4. Administrative issues: 

– Matters arising out of minutes from last meeting:
– Current Status of HTSG
– Review/Set Objectives

• 5. Start Discussion: Identify and define usage 
models, channel models and related MAC and 
application assumptions.

• 6. 12:00 PM Recess for Lunch
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Pre-Submitted Presentations

• 03-xxxrx  "Usage Model Methodology"
• 11-03-xxxr0: Channel Model AdHoc Group
• 03-xxxrx  "Describing channel measurements"
• '11-03-298r0: The Performance of Space-Time 

Codes in Office Environments'
• '11-03-283r0-HT-Signaling for Adaptive 

Modulation'
• '11-03-xxxr0: 802.11n Kick-off Plans for Sept'
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Agenda adoption

• Moved: To adopt agenda as proposed in  
03-271r3 as modified:
– Moved: Colin
– Second: Adrian
– Vote: Unanim.
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Admin Stuff

• Matters arising from the March minutes?

• Approve minutes from March 2003
– Moved: Bruce K.
– 2nd: Colin
– Vote:Unan.



May 2003

Jon Rosdahl, Micro LinearSlide 17

doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/333r1

Submission

HTSG Status May 2003

• March 2003 – WG approved PAR and 5 Criteria 
Response.  

• Submitted it to 802 Executive Committee.
• ExCom have until 5pm. July 22nd to comment.
• HTSG must address comments by 5pm July 23rd.
• ExCom to accept/reject proposal Friday, July 25th.
• Submit to NesCom Aug. 2003 Meeting.
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Target Schedule for SG
•• Sept. 2002 Sept. 2002 –– 5 Criteria and PAR started5 Criteria and PAR started
•• Nov 2002 Nov 2002 –– Progress on Draft PAR and CriteriaProgress on Draft PAR and Criteria
•• Jan 2003 Jan 2003 –– Finish Par and 5 Criteria DocFinish Par and 5 Criteria Doc
•• Mar 2003 Mar 2003 -- Request for creation of Task Group to be sent to ExCom Request for creation of Task Group to be sent to ExCom 

with 5 Criteria and PARwith 5 Criteria and PAR

• May 2003 - Start TG Criteria Definitions
• July 2003 - Respond to comments from 802 Groups and 

request ExCom submit to NesCom
• Sept 2003 – Task Group Creation and Technical 

Presentations.
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May 2003 Objectives
• Start Selection criteria following 02-798r7 

recommendations:

• Identify and define usage models, channel models and 
related MAC and application assumptions

• Initial usage models envisioned include hot-spot, 
enterprise and residential; others may be included
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Back-up slides
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Criteria

• The current rules have the following 5 
Criteria listed.

• See http://ieee802.org/rules.pdf
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802.11 Five Criteria

1. Broad Market Potential
2. Compatibility
3. Distinct Identity
4. Technical Feasibility
5. Economic Feasibility
6. Interference Considerations (tentative)
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Excerpt from Operating Rules of 
IEEE Project 802 LMSC.

• 5.1.4.2.2 …..
• “The letter ballot shall be conducted by 

electronic means. The response time shall 
be at least thirty days.  However, for 
recirculation ballots, and for letter ballots 
not related to the submission of draft 
standards, the response time shall be at least 
fifteen days.   …”
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Proposed Title (02-798r7)

• Draft Amendment to STANDARD [FOR] 
Information Technology-
Telecommunications and information 
exchange between systems-Local and 
Metropolitan networks-Specific 
requirements-Part 11: Wireless LAN 
Medium Access Control (MAC) and 
Physical Layer (PHY) specifications: 
Enhancements for Higher Throughput
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Proposed Scope (02-798r7)

• The scope of this project is to define an 
amendment that shall define 
standardized modifications to both the 
802.11 physical layers (PHY) and the 
802.11 Medium Access Control Layer 
(MAC) so that modes of operation can 
be enabled that are capable of much 
higher throughputs, with a maximum 
throughput of at least 100Mbps, as 
measured at the MAC data service 
access point (SAP).
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Proposed Purpose (02-798r7)

• The purpose of the project is to 
improve the 802.11 wireless local 
area network (LAN) user 
experience by providing 
significantly higher throughput for 
current applications and to enable 
new applications and market 
segments.
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18.Additional Explanatory Notes: (02-798r7)
• Item 12.  
• The scope of the MAC and PHY enhancements assume a baseline 

specification defined by 802.11 and its amendments and 
anticipated amendments a, b, d, e, g, h, i and j. The 
enhancements shall be to support higher throughput. The 
amendment shall not redefine mechanisms in the baseline that 
do not pertain to higher throughput. 

• Some of the modes of operation defined in the HT amendment 
shall be backwards compatible and interoperable with 802.11a 
and/or 802.11g.

• Existing 802.11 standards are typically designated by their peak
physical data rates. For example, 802.11a has a peak data rate of 
54Mbps. This amendment  has chosen to use a performance 
metric of throughput  measured at the MAC data SAP.  This 
amendment seeks to improve the peak throughput to at least 
100Mbps, measured at the MAC data SAP. Depending on the 
scenario, this represents an improvement of at least 4 times the
throughput obtainable using existing 802.11 systems.
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18.Additional Explanatory Notes: (02-798r7) 
(cont)

• In order to make efficient use of scarce spectral resources in 
unlicensed bands, the highest throughput mode defined by the 
HT amendment shall achieve a spectral efficiency of at least 3 
bits per second per Hertz for the PSDU.

• In the process of formulating this PAR, it was found that there 
are multiple user scenarios.  Accordingly, the task group will 
undertake the following steps:

1. Identify and define usage models, channel models and 
related MAC and application assumptions. Initial usage models 
envisioned include hot-spot, enterprise and residential; others 
may be included.
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18.Additional Explanatory Notes: (02-798r7) 
(cont)

• 2. Identify and define evaluation metrics that characterize the 
important aspects of a particular usage model.  The evaluation 
metrics may include but are not limited to the items listed in 
Table 1, provided as an illustration of the format.

• 3. Develop a technical requirement specification. 

• 4. Define a process for evaluations.

• The impact of an HT device on the operation of a legacy 
network shall be comparable to that of any other legacy device 
identified in the baseline defined above.



May 2003  doc.: IEEE 802.11-03/374r0  

   
 IEEE P802.11 
Wireless LANs 

Minutes of Wireless LAN Next Generation Standing Committee Meetings 

Date: May 12-15, 2003 
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 Phone: 321-724-7000 
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 e-Mail: bkraemer@intersil.com 

Abstract 
Minutes of WNG SC  meetings held during the IEEE 802 Interim meeting in Dallas, TX from May 12 through 15, 2003. 
 
Executive Summary: 
 

1. Presentations on Ad Hoc ESS networks with interest shown in moving to recommended practice  
2. Presentations on Interworking with requests to increase  liaison activity and consider recommended practice 
3. Presentations on VOIP with further discussions expected in July and liaison with TR-41 
4. Conducted WIG meeting and next meeting will coincide with July 20 IEEE in SF 

 
 
 
Minutes of the IEEE 802.11 WNG SC,  Monday 12 May 2003,  03:30-5:30 pm. 
Meeting called to order at 3:35 pm 
 
Steve McCann elected as sectretary for the initial session, Monday pm 
 
Minutes from previous session have not yet been generated but will be as soon as possible. 
 
Committee slides are contained in document 11-03-373r0 
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------------ 
Overview of Agenda 
Updates on WIG, ETSI and MMAC. 

Amer has not held an IAG report, since there has not been an IAG since Monterrey 
IEEE 802.18 too busy to present. 

Refer to  doc 330 from 802.18 within WNG. 
Korean bands (mentioned in Dallas - March) - possibility to change the channelisation of the IEEE 802.11. At this point we 

have no new information  on this issue. However, there are some trials going on in Korea at the moment. No Korean represenatives 
here today. 
 
Planned presentations, VOIP, Interworking and Mesh, QoS 
 
Presentations will fill up slots today 
 
WIG meeting will occur on Wednesday morning. 
 
Additional Intel paper on spectrum issues in the US, maybe slotted in this evening   
Move to accept agenda; Bruce Kraemer, Tim Godfrey seconded. Approved without objections 
 
Updates 
BRAN #32 Liaison on its way. S McCann will present on Wednesday morning. 
 
MMAC - Takashi Aramaki now moved out of standardisation for MMAC, Makis Kasapedias has replaced him but is not here this 
week. 
 
WIG - mentioned to be held on Wednesday morning. 
 
===== 
 
Bruce presented the scope of the WNG, policiies and rules 
 
Some problems with document server, but Bruce still encougages documents to have numbers before presentations. 
 
Please use 802wireless world web site to put documents into WNG directory. 
 
Review of “ IEEE Patent Statement” 
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Review of “ Inappropriate issues statement”. 
 
Relevant documents 
•11-03-229r1-WNG-Interworking-QoS and Access Control  
•11-03-266r0-WNG- Proposed Recommended Practice for Establishing an Adhoc ESS Subnet 
•11-03-296r1-WNG-TIA TR-41 VOIP Activities 
•11-03-297r0-WNG- Interworking Overview 
•11-03-299r0-WNG-RADIUS-Diameter Interworking Authentication 
•11-03-311r0-WNG- Proposed Interworking Draft Skeleton 
•11-03-373r0-WNG-WNG Committee Report 
•11-03-374r0-WNG-WNG May Meeting Minutes 
 
 
Gunther Kleindl asked if the agenda is fixed, or more of a running order. 
Chair stated this will be a general order not a special order.   
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
First Presentation : Proposal for Ad hoc ESS network : Dennis Baker : 11-03-266r0 
 
Previously have given a proposal on this issue and this is a follow on. 
 
Proposed Recommended Practice looking at the ESS (Extended Service Set). 
 
Uses a single channel to allow the creationn of an ad hoc network. 
 
Uses Dynamic Backbone Subnet, so that every Access Point is within 1 hop of the backbone. 
 
Backbone allows broadcast data to be efficiently passed through the network. 
 
Used vehicular ad hoc network for a demo. Used 9 dBi onmidirectional antennas on vehicles to do this. 
 
They could deliver 95% of the broadcast traffic. 
 
Software originally developed for a HF system, which could cope with both voice and data. This work has now been adapted for 
802.11. 
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The dynamic backbone can easily adapt to new applications. 
 
They would like 802.11 to consider this document as a way forward for ad hoc network creation. 
 
The backbone is re-evaluated every 3 seconds, and looping is a big problem. 
 
Sequence numbers and time to live parameters are used to try and minimize the problems with this. 
 
Problems with some firmware issues, resulting in having to use Unicast addresses. 
 
Ad Hoc AP should not require any more setup than a normal AP (zero conf) 
 
Extra timing work is required (within the HF system, GPS was used). 
 
Pruning algorithms are covered. 
 
Subnet ARP and target MAC address issues are covered. 
 
Revising the code for release (to give to developers) 
 
Q : Range of vehicles to stay within network? 
A : 0.5 mile, 9 dBi antennas. 
    Useful for neighbourhood network. perhaps also have IPv6 addresses, with addresses assigned to a particular profile (i.e. 
neighbourhood, home, corporate areas)  Also applicable to airports, hospitals, and last mile applications. It's important that the system 
works like ethernet. Also allows them to be incorporately seemlessly into a fixed network. 
 
Q : Can backbone re-configure at a faster speed and what is the message overhead. 
A : The overhead can be determined from the paper, and the backbone update can be re-configured. 
    The ad hoc frames are broadcast from the APs, but not relayed  (an annoucement). The APs then calculate the backbone 
themselves.    However, it must be done at the subnet layer. 
 
Q : QoS, how does it work and also security. 
A : QoS is not included in this work, as higher layer issues impact on QoS.  However, the network can re-use information from the 
algorithms to  assist QoS at higher layers 
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QoS is difficult to support, as the configuration of the network can change every few seconds, which plays havoc with radio resource 
management. Virtual circuit support is very difficult indeed. 
 
Q : The algorithms need to be explained in more detail. 
A : Yes. 
 
Q : Macro Geographic assignement of IPv6 will not happen. 
A : Ok 
 
Q : Isn't each AP acting as a bridge, and hence can it support IPsec? If not there is not a good model for security. The work should be 
taken to the IPsec group in the IETF & IRTF. 
A : Hmm, security is a problem, although it would be a shame if a solution can not be found 
 
Q : Security suffers from a n2 problem in this situation, although if you assume a single trust model (as found in the navy) then its ok. 
A : Ok. 
 
Q : Would 802.1 and 802.11 be prepared to take this forward as a RP. What is correct scope of this problem. Needs some work. 
 
Q : Sharp very interested in the home network, and hence interested in the QoS issues.  What are criteria used to update the backbone.     
Is this overkill forthe home network.  
A : Not overkill, if the system does not change topologically too much. 
 
Q : The backbone algorithm is agnostic to errors and traffic loading. 
A : If a point2point link breaks, it can be shifted to the backbone, whilst the point2point link is re-established. 
 
Q : Why only 1 channel ? 
A : To keep the architecture simple. Multiple channels do not affect the routing. 
     
Q : But they would assist the scheduling. 
A : Sure but this adds a new layer of complexity to the system, although  one improvement is to use 2 channels. Another way is to 
multiplex the data over many channels, which is similar to the HF model. This works very well when the number of APs = number of 
channels. 
 
Q : But this assumes that the topology of the network is known  (i.e. all APs are known) 
A : Yes, but the use of the backbone means that the topology of the whole network is not required. Timing sych is required though. 
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Q : What is the scaleability. 
A : Univ of Maryland said that 10,000 nodes would not work. It does not scale, as the re-organsisation algortihm is done sequentially, 
so eventually the system will fall over. 
 
Q : So how does a neighbourhood network work. 
A : It has to be limited. 
 
Q : Is this a layer 2 network, which uses routing ? 
A : Hmm, it's really layer 2.5 or layer 3a (subnet routing) 
 
Q : How does it connect to the Internet. 
A : It is an advantage of the system. Any point can be connected to the Internet. It is not a MANET. 
 
Q : What is the next step to form a TG 
A : We'll do a straw poll later. 
 
Q : One layer models do not scale. Hence why not join disperate networks at a higher layer, but of course you have to bound the 
maximum size of each network. Of course the higher layers can also re-use the same algorithms. 
A : OK 
 
Q : Plan to invite them back at July meeting. 
A : Yes, return in July, with some extended work. It's very important to get a subnet solution which can be standardised. 
    The milittary guys are fed up of propritary solutions. No-one seems to be addressing this subnet issue. 
 
    Power control and QoS are strongly coupled to the subnet and standards are desperatey required. 
 
    This presentation has been already given to 802. 
 
    Straw Poll positive (majority of people) to speakers returning in July,  to re-present. 
 
Chair : Not really at the stage of writing a PAR yet, perhaps require some more time and see whaqt the updates are like. 
        Other presentations from others in the group are invited for the next meeting. 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Presentation #2 : Interworking - QoS and Access Control : Hong Cheng - Panasonic 229r1 
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This is a discussion paper, and does not assume anything about solutions at the moment. 
 
Interworking has lots of issues, as they are in scope for IEEE 802.11. 
 
Looking at WLAN - WMAN (3GPP have one instance of a WMAN) 
 
QoS is already covered in Tge; Security in TGi 
 
Note that the 3GPP architecture will probably change in the medium term. 
 
Access Control : Authentication & Authorisation 
 
Is EAP going to be used for service selection ? 
 
RADIUS Diameter issue, needs to be resolved either by IEEE 802.11 or 3GPP or by a co-operation between them. 
 
QoS services 
 
How does WLAN enforce QoS policies. This must be done within 802.11.802.11e only looks at how QoS is applied, not who 
arbitrates it. 
 
3G network will request QoS parameters from the WLAN. How does the WLAN confirm or deny a QoS request.  In addition, can the 
802.11 WLAN provide tunnels matching the 3GPP models. 
 
Does the TGe QoS match those of 3GPP. 
 
Qs from Thomas Kuehnel : 
 
Q : How does the 3G operator force QoS on the WLAN. How can you have QoS within an unlicensed band (i.e. a microwave could 
rob you of your radio resources). 
A;  Yes, but a user will pay for 3G/Internet access, so don't they insist on some QoS. Perhaps not the same level of QoS as 3G, but 
even so, some control will be required. 
 
Q : Unlicensed spectrum is a reality and has to be shared. 
A : Operators will try and impose control even on the WLAN 
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Q : Don't understand the simulation results. 6 Mbps is effective throughput. 
A : Conclusion is that different type of control mechanisms result in  different QoS experiences, but we are not stating which one is 
best. 
 
Q : QoS is not a context issue, it's content. Also the radio properties will affect the end2end QoS class (i.e. throughput and error rates) 
A : All WLANs should provide the same style of QoS and of course, 802.11 can provide a much higher bandwidth than 3G 
 
Q : Whats the ARQ mechanism for the 10% error rate in the simulations, in the HCF (Hybrid Control Function). How were the HCF 
functions implement. 
A : It's a simple ARQ mechanism. It uses the block ACK mechanism, which is not the same as HCF. The simulation work uses 
OPNET. The OPNET model actually re-transmits error frames, and does not reduce the bandwidth. 
    The retry value is set to 255 and the HCF is dependant upon the delay bandwidth value. 
 
--- 
 
Motion to recess until 7pm. 
 
Evening Session 7:00 – 9:30 pm Monday May 12, 2003 
=============== 
 
4 presentations this evening. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Presentation #3:    VOIP - Steve Whitesell Vtech 296r0 
 
TIA has started a new project in TR41 (Telecommunications Industry Association) regarding VoIP over WLAN. 
 
TR-41 User premises, telecommunication requirements 
 
They have standards for transmission standards for narrowband voice over IP and PCM digital wireline telephones. 
 
Current VoIP project only addresses the corporate environment. It does not address residential or Public Access hotspots. 
 
See :   http://www.tiaonline.org/standards/sfg/tr-41  for online information. 
 
Q : PN-3-0103 addresses WLAN issues. How was this document started ? 
A : This was defined within the scope of work. People came in with contributions and this is how it was started. This project proposal 
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    came from Alcatel and ETSI liaison from UK. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Presentation # 4:    Interworking Issues (updates from March) - Stephen McCann 297r0 
 
General issues on the concept of interworking 
Why bother with interworking 
 - use WLAN everywhere 
What can WNG do 
 - Tech.req. for roaming 
 - Recommended practise for 802.11 
Way forward 
 - requires work in the DS to define external interworking 
 - charging and billing, are these issues for WNG 
 
Identifies existing interworking functions within a generic interworking architecture. 
 
Proposed Interworking Draft Skeleton (311r0) is produced as a suggestion for the way forward. This document is currently for 
discussion purpose.  
 
Q: Slide 2. Is the interface between WISP and the internet well defined 
A: Not well defined and is going to be typically a radius type interface 
 
Q: W2,  is that the only issue between 3GPP and WLAN 
A: Not its not 
 
Q: Why do you split the three A's into thre separate interfaces 
A: .... 
 
Q: Does the spec assume acertain implimitation 
A: the goal is two make a generic interworking model that is agnostic to WLAN 
 
Q:why do you then specifically include some organisations 
A: political reasons 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Presentation # 5:   Radius - Diameter Interworking Authentication, Stephen McCann & Abbie Surtess (299) 
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Conflict Problem: 802.11 uses RADIUS for Authentication, 3GPP2 assumes radius, 3GPP aassumes DIAMETER 
 
The presentation identifies  
 - diameter advantages 
 - relevant radius extensions 
 
Suggests the need for clarification regarding diameter issues that cannot be resolved by radius through producing a LS to 3GPP. 
 
 
Q: In terms of adaption of Diameter, .11 have been carefull with this.  
It seems like .11 is taking a wait and see attitude. 
A: Siemens have concerns with interworking with what will happen if  
 
 
Q: Radius is, for most of the .11 market, more than enough.If anyone is going to 
push diameter it will be wisp'r due the a certain need. But cannot see that .11i  
takes up this.  
 
Action : Propose a response to 3GPP regarding Diameter/RADIUS issues and present on Wednesday. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Presentation # 6:   FCC NOI Additional Spectrum for unlicensed device below 900 MHz and 3 GHz band 
 
 
NOI - Notice of Inquiry –02-380 
FCC considering addition of unlicensed spectrum in the US, such as portions of the TV band. 
 
Q : Arn't there radio mics that already use these bands. 
A : Yes, but they are restricted to 1mW. However, this is an issue. 
Q : An objection was there is enough un-licensed spectrum already, especially in the 5GHz band 
A : The FCC want to look at non line of sight frequencies and the propogation issue is very interesting. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 New Business: Question from the floor 
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Q : Is data compression used in WLANs ? 
A : No, but have a look at IPcomp (from IETF) 
 
Straw poll resulted in no strong  interest but no opposition to further consideration. 
Comment : Already mentioned in 802.11a and 802.11b. Compression will require more protection.. Also IETF archives from 
IPsec/IPcomp may be interesting. 
 
 
Meeting recessed at 9:00 pm 
 
Minutes of the IEEE 802.11 WNG SC,  Wednesday 14 May 2003,  08:00-10:00 am. 
Meeting called to order at 8:00 am 
Review of Agenda for week and action item carried over to draft liaison response to 3GPP SA2. 
Additional discussion regarding more liaison exchanges in July and revision to July Objectives. Revised Objectives as noted below: 
 
July 2003 Objectives 
•ESS Ad Hoc 

–Report on Extension of Results 
–Consider Recommended Practice 

•TR-41 VOIP Activities 
–Additional technical presentations from TR-41 
–Consider liaison to TR-41 August 18 meeting 

•WLAN & 3G interworking 
–Liaison meetings with 3GPP, 3GPP2  
–Liaison meeting with 802 Handoff SG 
–Liaison meeting with TGi regarding Security (Diameter vs Radius) 
–Joint meeting with WIG (IEEE, ETSI, MMAC) 
–Liaison meeting with WiFi 
–Consider Recommended Practice 

•Radio Regulatory Update 
•Data Compression for WLAN 
 
Meeting of WNG completed at 8:45 am  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Transition to WIG meeting occurred at 8:45 am with separate minutes 
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Agenda
1 II Meeting Call to Order  - MATHEWS/ROBERTS 0 08:00 AM
2 DT Review Objectives  - MATHEWS/ROBERTS 5 08:00 AM
3 DT Reports from .11/.15 industry groups (WiFi Alliance, WiMedia, Zigbee, BT Sig)  - MEYER/BARR 40 08:05 AM
4 DT Review June13 802.11g press release  - MATHEWS 10 08:45 AM
5 DT Review 802.15 website, discuss possible improvements  - ROBERTS 10 08:55 AM
6 DT Review IEEE802 backgrounder drafted by IEEE PR staff  - MATHEWS/ROBERTS 20 09:05 AM
7 DT 802.16 Wireless MAN + WiMax  - CHANG 10 09:25 AM
8 DT 802.18 Radio Regulatory TAG  - N/A 5 09:35 AM
9 DT 802.19 Coexistence TAG  - N/A 5 09:40 AM
10 DT 802.20 Mobile Broadband Wireless Access  - KLERER 5 09:45 AM
11 DT 802 Handoff Executive Committee Study Group  - JOHNSTON 5 09:50 AM
12 DT Adjourn  - MATHEWS/ROBERTS 09:55 AM
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Publicity Committee
• Chartered as a joint standing committee under the chairs of 802.11 and 

802.15 to generate a common theme and joint publicity documents,
press announcements, recommendations to the WG, IEEE etc. of the
technical accomplishments, and issues resulting from the interim and 
plenary sessions as well as address external issues which are directly 
related to the development of 802.11 and 802.15 standards.

• This information is posted on the 802.11/.15 websites
• Used by the WG chairs and vice-chairs for communication to media, 

press and media analysts, IEEE staff and affiliated industry bodies

• Everyone can vote and participate in straw polls, motions, debates and 
discussions

• Approximately 15 people in attendance at the Ft. Lauderdale PC 
meeting
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6. Patents

IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, 
provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to 
patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the 
standard. This assurance shall be provided without coercion and prior to approval of the 
standard (or reaffirmation when a patent becomes known after initial approval of the 
standard). This assurance shall be a letter that is in the form of either 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not enforce any of its present 
or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement the proposed IEEE 
standard against any person or entity using the patent(s) to comply with the standard or 

b) A statement that a license will be made available without compensation or under 
reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that are demonstrably free of any 
unfair discrimination 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to the 
date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that period.

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board  December 2002
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG 
Meetings

• Don't discuss licensing terms or conditions

• Don't discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions or market share

• Don't discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

• Don't be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed, do formally object.

If you have questions,
contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator
at patcom@ieee.org

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board  December 2002
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Meeting Objectives

●Reports from industry trade groups
●Review 802.11g press release text
●Review & discuss .11/.15 websites
●Review IEEE802 background document
●Reports from other 802Wireless groups

- Reviewed and completed
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Industry Reports
• WiMedia Alliance update: Jim Meyer

• 802.15.3/UWB industry alliance addressing wireless multimedia 
market promotion and product certification

• More new members: now a total of 18 members
• Market Requirements Document completed
• Certification program targeted for H2 2004

• Zigbee and BT Sig: John Barr
• Zigbee:  802.15.4 approved

• WiMAX Alliance update: Dean Chang
• 802.16 Trade Association
• BWA and Wi-Fi hot-spot backhaul are market drivers
• 11-03-405r0-W-WiMax_Overview.ppt
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Other 802Wireless Groups

• 802.16 BWA: addressed by WiMAX presentation
• 802.18 Radio Regulatory TAG: no report
• 802.19 Coexistence TAG: no report
• 802.20 MBWA: Mark Klerer

• Matrix of all 802Wireless WGs critical attributes
• 11-03-345r0-PC-802Wireless_WG_Attribute_Comparison.ppt

• 802Handoff ECSG: David Johnston
• New study group formed to investigate a common handoff 

framework for all 802 standards
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Other activities

• .11g press release reviewed, a few minor comments
11-03-343r1-W-Draft_Press_Release_Text_for_11g_Final_Approval.doc

• .11/.15 website review: no comments
• .11/.15 in the media: no comments
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Meeting Objectives for July

• Reports from industry groups
• Review draft press release for 802.11TGn
• Discuss press coverage of 802.11 & 802.15
• Discuss any needed communication improvements
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Summary of Activities May 2003

• IEEE 802.11/.15  Publicity Standing Committee
• May 12-16, 2003 – Dallas, Texas, USA
• Summary of Activities and Future Plans

• The Publicity Committee (PC) held one meeting for the week of May 12, 2003  
chaired by Brian Mathews PC Chair 802.11 and Glyn Roberts PC Chair for 802.15.   
Jim Meyer presented a WiMEDIA update.  Dean Chang presented a WiMax 
update.  The group reviewed the draft text for an 802.11g press release.  The 
contents of the .11 and .15 websites was discussed.  A backgrounder document 
prepared by the IEEE marketing and PR staff was reviewed.  Short presentations 
were given by Mark Klerer of 802.20 and David Johnston of the Handoff Executive 
Committee Study Group. 

At the IEEE 802 Plenary session in July the PC will  receive reports from industry 
groups, review draft text for a press release on the formation of 802.11TGn, discuss 
press coverage of 802.11 and 802.15, review the 802Wireless Overview document, 
and discuss any needed changes to 802.11/15 external communications. 
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	We are switching over to 802wirelessworld.com for attendance. This is the new attendance application.
	Screen shots are shown for the new software application, and their usage
	The first-time login procedure is reviewed.
	The procedure for signing for attendance is reviewed.


	IP Statements
	Stuart J. Kerry has received statements from IBM, Philips, and Atheros
	Review the patents link on the 802.11 web site.
	The chair asks for any other IP statement?
	There is also another statement for Agere for 802.11i

	Are there any IP statements for 802.15, 802.16, 802.18, or 802.19, or 802.20?
	None


	Review of the agenda
	The agenda in document 03/271r3 is presented and reviewed by Stuart J. Kerry.
	The agenda is approved with unanimous consent.

	Network support and maintenance
	Bob Heile presents the current status of work for upgrading the network.
	The new operational software developed by Ideal is reviewed.
	Ideal Software is supporting the network only during office hours since they have only one person on site.
	The cost for professional network support works out to about $60 per person.
	We had the alpha software demo in March. This meeting is beta. The full release will be in July. In August we will have a full deliverable of the software in August.
	Motion: Move to reaffirm software development activity with IDEAL for attendance, member database management, voting, and document control.
	Moved Al Petrick
	Second  Jim Allen
	Motion ID 403
	Discussion
	Will the code be owned by 802? Yes

	Vote (procedural): Motion passes 79  : 0 : 4

	There is a one-time software development effort for the local network for the internal meeting function.
	We plan to have 2 people for on-site support, storage, installation, shipping, monitoring 7/24.
	Estimated cost is $10K for software, and $8K,
	Recurring cost $25K per meeting plus travel and expenses.
	If 802 also engages IDEAL, there will be a discount of 20%.

	There should be adequate reserves for the one time expenses of $16K.
	Meeting support should be able to be covered in the current $60 per person fee, assuming
	Motion :
	move to finalize a support contract with IDEAL for one year starting with the Sept 2003 interim. Also promote IDEAL as the support contract for 802 Plenary Meetings.
	Moved Al Petrick
	Second Jim Allen
	Motion ID 404
	Discussion
	Is there a quorum present to make these votes?
	The quorum status for this meeting is ambiguous. Unless there is objections we will proceed with the votes.
	What happens if 802 does not use IDEAL for Plenaries? We own the equipment and software. If 802 does not sign this contract, we will rely on volunteers for Plenary meetings.
	We could make another proposal to extend this service for the wireless groups to Plenary meetings? Yes.

	Vote: (procedural) passes 85: 0: 1

	Stuart J. Kerry reviews the total costs for conducting these meetings, including air fare, salary, food, hotel, etc. The estimated cost is $5900 per person, or  $3 million aggregate expense for the entire week.

	Interim Meetings
	September 2003 – Singapore
	The latest SARS update is on the website. Singapore has been removed from the CDC list. We are continuing the plan to have the meeting in Singapore. The leadership will continue to monitor the situation.

	January 2004 – Vancouver Jan 12-16 \(hosted by 8
	May 2004, September 2004, and January 2005.
	We have several locations in mind. Straw polls to determine group preferences.
	Baltimore Location (Inner Harbor Marriott) : 92
	Seoul Location (hosted by Samsung) : 58
	Anchorage Alaska : 83
	Europe (London, Amsterdam, Paris, etc): 134


	Financials
	No new information to report. We will report at the next Plenary meeting.

	Review of ExCom activities
	802 ExCom minutes from March 2003 are on the MARS server.

	WG Voters Summary
	Document 01/402r12
	397 voters, 117 nearly. Potential 397. 432 aspirant, 700+ non-voters.

	Agenda for 802.11
	The 802.11 agenda for 802.11 is in 271r3.
	The agenda is approved with unanimous consent.

	Review and approve minutes
	Any matters from the March 2003 minutes?
	The minutes from March 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.

	Reaffirmation of 802.11-1999
	Terry Cole (WG Technical Editor)
	Status in Document 03/121r3
	802.11 reaffirmation status report.
	The results from the ballot
	Voter Pool 92. 74 for, 1 against, 4 abstain;   85% return ratio.

	One technical comment received.
	comment resolution response in 03/117r2

	Document 197r2 (editors report)
	Bob O’Hara and Terry Cole have guidelines for sup
	Other TG technical editors will meet with TGm to coordinate
	We have several documents waiting for RevCom approval.
	We have an number of drafts available for sale including 802.11g Draft 8.2.
	We intend to create an ISO draft of 802.11-1999-2003 including 802.11d
	Task Groups with drafts in Sponsor Ballot should notify the WG chair if they wish to create ISO drafts.


	TGe Report
	John Fakatselis
	In the middle of comment resolutions from LB 51, which passed with 83%.
	Planning to go to a recirculation.
	We had an ad-hoc two weeks ago, which will accelerate the process this week.
	The Ad Hoc minutes will be published before the TGe sessions start.
	We have about 500 remaining comments to resolve. We need to increase the rate of resolving comments to keep from falling behind schedule.

	TGf Report
	Dave Bagby is not here
	Stuart Kerry gives the report
	There is a Microsoft Project report on the server showing the timelines for all Task Groups.

	TGf had a Sponsor Re
	3rd recirc. 73 in pool   61 for : 1 against : 2  abstain 64 return 87% ration. Passed 98%
	Will be forwarded to RevCom for the June 11th meeting. We should see the reaffirmation first, then 802.11F, and then 802.11G

	TGg Report
	Matthew Shoemake
	The first sponsor ballot for draft 7.1. Closed April 4th. 96 in pool:  58 for : 10 against : 9 abstain:   77 return 80% return, 85% approve.
	Draft 802.11g D8.2 will close on May 14th.
	There was an interim meeting in April 03.280 and 02/284 (minutes) are on the server.
	Comment resolutions in 03/281r16
	There were 79 comments. 61 accepted, 7 rejected, countered 11.
	At the end of the April meeting the draft was 8.1. It was discovered that one comment was not incorporated into the draft. The ballot was stopped, updated to 8.2, and re-started the ballot.
	The current draft is 8.2. It caused a one day delay, so the sponsor ballot closes on Wednesday.
	TGg will not meet Monday or Tuesday.
	The schedule is in document 03/75r6. We are on schedule. TGg is on RevCom agenda for June 11th and 12th.
	On the 11th RevCom will approve, and the Standards Board will approve on the 12th.
	Discussion
	If needed, can another recirculation be conducted before the RevCom? No. The recirculation ballot has to be opened before May 2nd. We could not open another one at this time. If we need another recirculation, we would go off the RevCom agenda until Septe



	TGh Report
	Sponsor Ballot: 1st  recirculation:  53 for: 2 against: 4 abstain:  , 80% return. Approved 96%.
	Mika Kasslin
	Will resolve comments this week. We will make changes to the draft and go to another recirculation.


	TGi Report
	Dave Halasz
	Continuing to address comments for LB52


	TGj Report
	Sheung Li
	LB 56 on draft 1.0 closes tonight.
	We have about 49% return rate.
	Will begin addressing comments tomorrow

	TGk
	Richard Paine
	We will conclude work on vision and architecture. Working on a letter ballot draft, and accepting technical presentations.
	Technical issues: standardizing RSSI, voting the MIB into the specification. Beacon and Probe Response. Neighborhood and mapping concepts.
	Working on fast roaming and MIB support using measurements.
	Focusing on submitting a letter ballot in July.

	TGm
	Bob O’Hara
	TGm will meet on Wednesday. We have received 3 interpretation requests. Will determine if any maintenance activity is needed.

	WNG
	Bruce Kraemer
	The purpose of WNG is to discuss new topics and potentially new task groups.
	This week will discuss Interworking with 3G and 4G phones, VoIP over WLAN, and Mesh Networking.
	There may be further submissions. If you have a topic or presentation, please contact Bruce Kraemer.

	High Throughput Study Group
	Jon Rosdahl
	HTSG submitted a PAR and 5 Criteria in March. They have until July to respond.
	The SG will meet this week to make progress for the future 802.11n.
	Will discuss selection criteria, and have technical presentations.

	802.15 review
	Bob Heile
	119 voters, 47 nearly, 147 aspirants
	Agenda and minutes will be approved on Wednesday.
	802.15.2 will not be meeting at this session. The draft has gone to RevCom.
	802.15.3
	John Barr.
	Completed Sponsor Ballot. 76 : 2 : 6  97% approval.
	There were 9 unsatisfied comments.
	There were no comments on the final recirculation.
	Expecting approval on June 11th RevCom meeting.

	Maintenance PAR for 802.15.1
	Will draft PAR to update 802.15.1 to include Bluetooth 1.2

	802.15.4 Low Rate
	802.15.4 was approved in the continuous approval process of RevCom at the beginning of this month.
	It has gone to the Standards Board.

	802.15.3a UWB
	There were 23 PHY proposals in March.
	There are comments on the selection process.
	On Thursday AM there will an open forum with the proposers.
	The goal is to start down-selection in July.


	Publicity
	Brian Matthews
	Will receive reports from industry alliances. Will review 802.11G press releases.


	802.16
	Brian Kiernan substituting for Roger Marks
	70 members and 23 observers.
	Fundamental standard was approved in April 2002. There are a number of conformance tests going on.
	802.16a for 2-11GHz has been published.
	802.16e Task Group is working on enhancements.
	802.16.2 went to RevCom.
	TGc Conformance for 10-66Ghz have had sponsor ballots. Supported by WiMax
	TGd – conformance for 802.16a.
	TGb WG ballot in July.
	802.16 a already supports Mesh topology. There will be an ad-hoc meeting on the topic this week.

	802.18 Radio Regulatory
	Carl Stephenson
	Report in document
	Reviewing documents on RLAN regulatory
	Will review documents in meeting sessions.
	Reviewing comments on sharing TV channels
	Opening report in 18-03-030r0_RR-TAG_Opening_Report.ppt
	NPRM on revamping band plan on TPC and DFS.
	Requesting more participation from Wireless Working Groups.
	Need to appoint Liaisons to 802.18 who will attend 802.18 as their primary activity.

	802.19 Coexistence
	Jim Lansford
	There are official liaisons with wireless working groups.
	Working on coex guidelines. Policies and procedures for Working Groups.
	WG rules were voted on.
	Will work on summarizing 802.15.3a proposals for coex issues. Will meet jointly with 15.3a.

	802.20 MBWA
	Joint Vice Chairs : Mark Klerer, Jerry Upton
	Interim Chair position is vacant.
	There are 184 voting members.
	Matt Sherman will provide an update from the ExCom on election status on Wednesday.

	ExCom Study Group on Handoff
	Dave Johnston is chairing
	Looking for how to hand off between heterogeneous 802 medium.

	Adjourn Joint Session  at 10:00AM

	Wednesday, May 14, 2003
	Opening
	The meeting is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 10:30AM.
	The agenda is in now IEEE 11-03-271r4. There are new old business and new business items. There are 154 people in the room.
	The chair asks if there are there any new IP statements? None

	Attendance recording
	Members need to update their profile information. The attendance program is being continually updated, so there are occasional outages.
	By August 1st there will be a new IEEE mail reflector. Since the March attendance list has not been delivered to some by the current reflector, the list is now on the server.
	Discussion
	There were four sessions to sign for on Monday – 
	There will be a time to update attendance this afternoon for the whole week, for those who had problems.

	Logistics for the social are presented

	Agenda Review
	Any new items in old or new business?
	Discussion
	What is item 5.3 with an HTSG prefix? It is about liaisons.

	The agenda is approved with unanimous consent.

	Liaison Reports
	802.11 to 802.1 – David Halasz
	No report

	802.11 to 802.15 – Mike Seals
	Document 03/383
	TG2 TG4 and TG4a SG and SG15.1a did not meet. Only 15.3 and 15.3a had meetings.
	In TG3, they finalized comments and prepared for RevCom.
	In TG3a, there have been 12 refined proposals for the PHY. There are also other several technical contributions.
	We have additional technical contributions, and a Q&A session, and a joint meeting with 802.18. There will be editing on the selection process.
	Proposals will be presented in July, and then there will be the first down selection vote

	802.11 to 802.16 – Mika Kasslin
	Document 03/257
	No changes since March 2003.
	802.16 has been working on profiles for conformance testing. Also coexistence at 2-11GHz. The biggest group is 802.16e.
	Mobile Extensions is preparing the first draft and considering proposals.
	Discussion
	How is 802.16 mobility different than 802.20? Do we need a liaison? Yes


	802.11 to 802.18 – Dennis Kuahara
	No document
	The RR TAG has been working on documents on unlicensed use of TV broadcast spectrum, and on radio receiver regulations. Expecting to have motions at the closing plenary.
	Also working on policy and procedures for RR TAG.

	Wi-Fi Alliance – Bill Carney
	A report will be posted by tomorrow

	Jedec JC61 – Tim Wakeley
	Document 03/364
	Currently 43 member companies.
	BB-RF interface failed current ballot. Comments were resolved. Will reach consensus on next draft, starting in June.
	U/L MAC interface = the partitioning recommendati
	U/L MAC will develop optional LLMAC DMA Master function and transport
	Ballots will start June 17th. Next meetings July (SF) Sept Santa Rosa, Nov in Santa Fe NM

	CableLabs
	Presentation will be posted on the server later

	802.11 to P1394.1 – Peter Johannsen
	Not Present – This was the 3rd call. Peter is rem

	802.11 to 3GPP-SA2 – Barry ?
	Not Present - 2nd Call

	802.11 to IETF – Dorothy Stanley
	Document 03/378r0
	IETF is reviewing use if Radius in TGf. RFI process is acceptable, and comments will be accepted.
	TGi has requested information on EAP method credentials. See document 361 for information on information from TGi being sent to IETF.
	IETF have developed documents in response to 802.1 requests. Comments are requested.
	There is an IETF WG on Seamoby – context transfer
	Working going on standardizing AES CCM

	802.11 from MMAC – Inoue-san
	Document 03/375
	MMAC T71 Ad Hoc Working Group. System called Hiswan-A comparable to 802.11a. Also have a wireless 1394 standard.
	ARIB STD-T71 is standardizing 802.11a for operation in Japan, consistent with 802.11J
	Topics discussed – conformance to Japanese regula
	Work on T71 version 2 is almost complete, and will be approved. There are remaining open issues, and the standard will have continuing revision.


	TGJ  Letter Ballot 56 Results
	The chair announces that the TGj letter ballot passes. 79% yes (172 votes)  21% No (45 votes), 11% abstain (28) 62% Return Ratio. There were 19 Invalid Votes.
	Complete results in Documents 388r0
	Discussion
	Don’t we need 75% return ratio? No the LMSC rules


	Publicity – Brian Matthews
	Press release on 802.11g. Draft text in document 343 will be reviewed with 802.11g


	Operating Rules Update
	The current rules are in 00/331r4
	In March, we approved a motion to add the technical editor to the CAC. This has been added as 00/331r5, and the document is on the server. This will be voted on Friday.
	Additional changes are in R6, and will be considered in July. There will be changes proposed tomorrow AM in the CAC. Any additional changes should be brought to Al Petrick for consideration.
	Discussion
	Letter Ballots end at midnight, but the time zone varies. This causes confusion, and should be standardized.
	The chair displays the list of ballots, and notes that the majority are Eastern time, and agrees that it should be Eastern Time.
	The Vice Chair will include this in the rules.
	Rather than Midnight, 11:59 is less confusing. Accepted.


	WG Technical Editor – Terry Cole
	Move that the WG accept the resolutions as found in doc 03-117r2 and support approval of the 802.11-1999 (2003 edition) document from recirculation #2 at the July REVCOM meeting. By taking this action, the WG affirms that it believes the document is us
	Moved Terry Cole
	Second Matthew Shoemake
	Motion ID: 405
	Vote:  Motion Passes 94 : 0 : 1


	802.18 RR TAG Motions
	Motion: To approve document  18-03-029r0-80218_Rep_Cmts_ET-02-380.doc, authorizing the Chair of 802.18  to do necessary editorial and formatting changes, and file the document in a timely fashion with the FCC.
	Moved Carl Stephenson
	Second Colin Lansley
	Vote: Motion Passes 79 : 0 : 3


	HTSG Liaison – Adrian Stevens
	Seeking Guidance from the chair. The HTSG has created a study group to create usage scenarios. Need inputs from a broad audience. Will approach WFA for input. What it the process to obtain input from these groups?
	The chair suggests that the list of groups is discussed with the HTSG chair, and then brought to the WG plenary on Friday.
	Discussion
	Are new liaisons needed, or can existing designated liaisons be used? Existing liaisons should be used where possible, if they are not overworked.
	What is the job description for liaisons? Feels that this is in the scope of existing liaisons.
	If Liaisons wish to talk to organizations that we
	What about regulatory liaisons? What are the implications of having multiple liaisons on regulatory matters? The WG chairs prefers having a single point of contact for regulatory matters.
	If 802.11 needs a liaison with another regulatory body, it is requested that it go through 802.18.


	Recess for Sub Groups

	Friday, May 15, 2003
	Opening
	The meeting is called to order by Stuart J. Kerry at 8:00AM. Following the agenda in 03-271r4.
	There are 115 people in the room.
	The chair reviews the agenda.
	Any modifications to the agenda? None
	The agenda is approved without objection.

	Announcements
	The CAC meetings are announced
	There will be a closing meeting with Ideal Software this afternoon at 2:00PM.

	IP Statements
	The Chair has received a LOA from Agere

	Documentation Update
	Documents are still being processed. Members are requested to not sync back into the DocKeeper folder.
	In the future, new document numbers will not be issued if outstanding documents are not submitted
	A new template for the first page will be brought in.

	Reports from Task Groups
	TGe – John Fakatselis
	Document 256r0
	Processing comments for LB51
	TGe will continue with teleconferences every week on Wednesday, starting May 21st at 12:00 eastern time.
	There will be an Ad-Hoc meeting the week of June 23 in Boulder Colorado.
	Objectives for July – continue resolution of LB51
	Will John be present at the Interim? Yes he is planning on it.

	TGg – Matthew Shoemake
	Report in document 443r2
	Results from draft 8.2  64: 3 : 10   95.5% approval
	Review of outstanding “no” votes. New technical c
	Comment resolution: 22 comments received. 15 were editorial, 7 technical. All comments were rejected.
	Resolutions in 11-03-381
	Draft 8.2 remains the current version.
	802.11g Draft 8.2 is on the agenda for IEEE RevCom consideration and final approval on June 12.
	Successive sponsor ballots have gone from 84% to 95.5% approval
	The IEEE publicity committee have drafted a press release, anticipating the final approval of 802.11G.
	The Task Group passed a motion to request final approval of 802.11G.

	TGh – Mika Kasslin
	Report in document 03-410r0
	Draft 3.6 was in sponsor recirculation ballot.
	Sponsor ballot result  53 : 2 : 4,  96% approval
	There were 19 comments, all were resolved. 8 accepted, 7 declined. Resolutions in document 350r2
	Updated draft is 802.11h D3.11
	Schedule: will conduct another recirculation, process comments in July, and ask for approval.
	Discussion
	What was the vote for 2nd recirculation? It was 11: 0 : 0.


	TGi – Dave Halasz
	Report in document
	There will be an ad-hoc 802.11i “Ad-Hoc” June 24,
	There were 2073 comments on LB52. 1527 have been addressed and 546 have been rejected. All comments have been addressed.
	A recirculation will be conducted on draft 4.0
	Objective for July: Process comments on recirculation.
	Discussion
	What about selling the updated draft for WPA? We will hold off releasing the update.
	Who is the contact person for questions regarding draft sale and availability.
	The WG chair states that drafts are not available until the Task Group has recommended that it is available for sale.


	TGj – Sheung Li
	Document 432r0
	Addressed all 279 comments on 802.11j D1.0
	Approved the TG editor to create a new draft
	Will issue recirculation ballot in July.
	The TG chair notes that voting in the last 6 hours is a problem for the TG. Also, notes that abstentions are allowed only for lack of technical expertise. Please follow LB instructions, and do not modify or reformat the comment form. Do not put comments

	TGk – Richard Paine
	Document 438r0
	Had 20 technical presentations. Conducted votes on technical content of draft.
	The group has completed a “bare bones” draft.
	Planning to conduct letter ballot at July meeting.
	Weekly teleconferences will continue each week.

	TGm – Bob O’Hara
	Document 351r0
	Processed 4 interpretation requests.
	Starting to develop updates to the standard based on interpretations and other inputs.
	Review of procedure for submitting interpretation requests.
	Interpretation request topics: Status Codes, Result Codes, 802.11a legal channels, Mystery request?
	Responses in documents 401 through 404.
	A motion was passed to forward those responses to the working group for approval.
	In July, will continue to process interpretation requests and review submitted documents. There may be changes to the standard based on these documents.
	Discussion
	Is there one place where we can see all the interpretation requests for 802.11? The WG chair notes that there is a page on the IEEE SA site. There is a form on the 802.11 web site for interpretation requests.


	WNG – Bruce Kraemer
	Document 436
	Exploring possible study groups or extensions to wireless LAN.
	Topics:
	ESS Ad Hoc,
	TR41 VoIP activities,
	WLAN and 3G InterWorking,
	Radio Regulatory,
	Data Compression for WLAN
	DSRC (Dedicated Short Range Communication) SG proposal

	There was a meeting of WIG (IEEE, ETSI, MMAC).
	There were discussion regarding FCC proposals to extend the WLAN spectrum.
	There is also consideration of the 4.9GHz US public safety bands.
	Discussion
	Does WNG wish to have a regulatory update, please email them to the 802.18 chair, Carl Stephenson.


	Publicity – Brian Matthews
	Document 03-342r0
	Reviewed reports from industry trade groups
	Reviewed 802.11g press release (doc 343) text
	Reviewed & discussed .11/.15 websites
	Reviewed IEEE802 background document
	Reviewed reports from other 802Wireless groups
	Received update on WiMedia, Zigbee, and WiMax.

	High Throughput Study Group – Jon Rosdahl
	Document 333r1
	There were 121 attendees.
	Special committees were formed to provide input to develop selection criteria: Channel Model and Usage Model special committees.
	Teleconferences will be scheduled for these committees.
	July Objective – get the task group created – res
	Will continue the process in the PAR to prepare a methodology to come to consensus.
	We had the chair-elect of TGn during the HTSG meetings to coordinate.
	The WG chair thanks Jon for his help with the Study Group.


	WG Editors Report – Terry Cole
	Nothing new to add to document 197.
	Objectives – continue to work with IEEE staff on 

	WG Rules Update
	Document 442r0
	Current operating rules are 331r4
	Document 331r5 has been posted to incorporate announced and proposed changes. Other changes presented to the CAC.
	Proposed changes in 434r1 with miscellaneous minor changes.
	These will be discussed in the opening Plenary in July. They will be voted upon at the July Closing plenary, and in effect in September. As document 00/331r6

	Other WG Updates
	RR TAG Update – Carl Stephenson
	document 18-03-035r0
	Prepared and approved regulatory filings for FCC
	Documents will be available on the 802.18 website
	In July, will report on the results of WRC-03 on the globally harmonized allocation at 5 GHz for wireless access systems, including RLANs
	Dennis Kuahara has been assisting 802.18 on an informal basis. He will become Vice Chair of 802.18 formally. The TAG members confirmed this appointment.
	The FCC did issue an R&O on ET02-098. The amateur radio service was elevated to primary at 2400-2402. They did not get primary for satellite operation which minimized the problem of aggregate interference. The commission did defend the part 15 operations
	The FCC did adopt an NPRM on adding 5470 to 5725 to the UNII bands. This sets the US position going into the WRC in June.

	802.19  Coexistence TAG – Adrian Stephens
	Document 19-03-018r0
	There was a report from TIA TR41
	Report on TGn coexistence issues
	802.19 will work with 802.15.3a on coexistence models. Document will be provided by Coex TAG.


	WG Motions
	TGg Motions
	Move to forward IEEE 802.11g Draft 8.2 to the IEEE 802 SEC and the RevCom for final approval
	Motion ID 408
	Moved Matthew Shoemake on behalf of TGg
	Vote:  Motion passes 102 : 0 : 2


	TGh Motions
	Move to request an 802  ExCom email ballot on the question of conditional approval to forward to RevCom (Procedure 10) Draft 3.11 of IEEE 802.11h
	Moved Mika Kasslin
	Second Colin
	Motion ID 409
	Vote: passes 101 : 0 : 2


	TGi Motions
	Believing that comment responses in 11-03/406r0 and motions duly adopted in TGi will enable the editor to produce the 802.11i draft 4.0 that satisfies WG 802.11 rules for letter ballot recirculation, instruct the editor to produce draft 4.0 and authorize
	Moved Dave Halasz on behalf of TGi
	Motion ID 410
	Vote:  passes 100 : 4 : 2


	TGm Motions
	Motion: That the working group accept the interpretation responses contained in documents 03-401, 03-402, 03-403, and 03-404 and forward them to Linda Gargiulo at the IEEE office as the official response of the 802.11 working group.
	Moved Bob O’Hara on behalf of TGm
	Motion ID 411
	Discussion
	The TG chair reads the specific responses to the interpretation requests as drafted by the TGm Task Group.

	Vote: passes 93 : 0 : 4


	Publicity Motions
	Motion: Believing that the approval of 802.11g is newsworthy and that information in 11-03-343R2 is accurate and appropriate for a press release,  approve transmission of aforementioned document to IEEE-SA marketing staff.
	Moved Brian Matthews
	Second Carl Andren
	Motion ID 412
	Discussion
	Document 343R2 is presented to the group and reviewed by Brian Matthews.

	Vote: passes 106 : 0 : 0

	Motion: Believing that the approval of 802.11f is newsworthy,  approve transmission of a draft press release to IEEE-SA marketing staff.
	Moved Brian Matthews
	Second Jon Rosdahl
	Motion ID 413
	Discussion
	This empowers Brian Matthews and Stuart Kerry to draft a press release after the meeting

	Vote : passes 85 : 0 : 5


	HTSG Motions
	Move to authorize the HTSG “Channel Model Special
	Moved Jon Rosdahl on behalf of HTSG
	Second Irwin Noble
	Motion ID 414
	The motion is adopted with unanimous consent


	802.18 Motions
	Motion: To approve document 18-03-033r0_Cmts_Rcvr_Stds_NOI_ET-03-65.doc, authorizing the Chair of 802.18  to do necessary editorial and formatting changes, and file the document in a timely fashion with the FCC.
	Moved Carl Stephenson on behalf of 802.18
	Second Dennis Kuahara
	Motion ID 415
	The motion is approved with unanimous consent.



	New Business
	All Task Groups , Working Groups, and committees are called by name? None had any motions
	Any other business?
	Is there a liaison to 802.16 from 802.11? The chair states that Mika Kasslin is the liaison to 802.16.


	Next Meeting
	July 20-25 at the Hyatt Regency in San Francisco

	Adjourn
	The meeting is adjourned at 10:00AM



	Attendance list
	TGe Minutes
	Monday Morning, May 12, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 10:35am (delayed due to meeting room setup).

	Review of the agenda (JohnF)
	Tentative meeting schedule: 11-03-271r2-W-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-May-2003.xls
	JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.  Relative to 
	Fixed time 7:30pm Thursday, 15 May 2003.
	Review minutes from previous meeting
	Call for papers.
	Fixed Time Items are on the agenda.

	Approval of the agenda
	JohnF:  I ask the voting members, are there any objections to approving this agenda?
	JohnF:  I see no objections, so we have an agenda for this meeting.

	Discussion on the letter ballot comment resolutions
	JohnF:  About 475 comments remain after the Interim Ad-Hoc meeting in Briarcliff Manor.
	Rolf De Vegt (RolfV):  Are there plans to do a recirculation ballot from this meeting?
	JohnF:  Would like to, but at the current rate (about 100 per meeting), it is unlikely.  It is still our goal.
	RolfV:  So the goal is about 10 months more?
	JohnF:  No; originally we set up this meeting as the goal; but am looking for anything.
	Matthew Sherman(MatthewS):  I was hoping for July; is that not possible?
	JF:  My message this time is that we really need to streamline the process to figure out how we can get there either now or July.  We need to figure out what is the most efficient way.
	Srini Kandala \(SriniK\):  Probably won’t be a�
	MatthewS:  According to what Srini just said, we should be able to do them by September.
	JohnF: The 10 month number just came out of basic addition.  Would like to concentrate now on the process.  We will still have a goal of getting to sponsor ballot earlier.  Are there any objections to this?
	{There were no comments or objections to this summary.}


	Review of 802.11 policies and rules
	Straw Poll
	JohnF:  How many new participants are here?
	JohnF:  I count about 5-6 people.

	The chair reviews voting rules and the process (JohnF)
	Votes are for voting members only; if new members wish to bring up a motion, they have to talk to a voting member.
	Non-voters are allowed to participate in discussion, at the discretion of the chair. Non-voters cannot bring a motion.
	We may split the group into ad-hoc groups that address specific groups of comments.  We will be using this room for these ad-hoc groups.  Ad-hoc groups need to document their work and propose their motions.
	Are there any comments or questions on this process?
	Hearing none, I am going over a summary of the last meeting.

	Review of Last Meeting, Briarcliff Manor Ad-Hoc and Another Teleconference
	JohnF:  In Briarcliff Manor we resolved another 100 technical comments, and had resolved about 100 in the previous Interim meeting.
	JohnF:  I believe John Kowalski has posted minutes from that meeting on the server.
	JohnF:  We need to review briefly the past meetings.
	SriniK:  We had 6 teleconferences in which we have resolved about 80 comments; and one ad-hoc in which we resolved 113.  All are noted in 020r7.  The ones in green were completely agreed; ones in yellow had at least one objection; for the ones in red we


	Approval of minutes of March Meeting
	Request for approval
	JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the March 2003 meeting in Dallas?
	JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of March 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.


	Papers
	Call for papers
	JohnF:  What papers are available to be presented?
	SriniK:  I have five papers:  18r0,  287r0, 293r0, 119r0, and 294r0.
	JohnF:  Are any of these from the ad-hoc meetings?
	SriniK:  293r0 is directly from an ad-hoc meeting.
	JohnF:  And we need to cover the ad-hoc results.
	SriniK:  63r5 covers the teleconferences; the rest are in 20r7.
	JohnF:  How many comments are covered in these papers?
	SriniK:  The DLP is 40 comments; one covers 5 comments; the others are one comment each.
	MatthewS:  I have five documents that I’m putting
	Sid Schrum (SidS):  312 is the multicast.
	Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  My presentation is 292.
	Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  Will have a paper on Thursday on EDCF covering admission control comments.
	MatthewS:  I believe this will be a long paper, could you summarize it?
	ThomasK:  I will try.
	Amjad Soomro \(AmjadS\):  Will have two papers�
	JohnF:  So far I count about 20 documents.
	MathildeB:  Srini and I have another paper.  Also a joint presentation with Matthew Sherman (292 and 294).  Another presentation on TSPECs.  And one on AFS revisited (149r2), which addresses 7-8 comments.  The normative text has not changed since r1,
	JohnF:  So four more papers; these papers might cover over 100 comments;  so it will be very helpful if these papers can guide us forward.  Total is about 5 people presenting

	Discussion of procedures for handling comments
	JohnF:  We are definitely going to divide up again to address comments in ad-hoc groups.  Between the papers and these ad-hoc meetings we might be able to cover half of the remaining comments this week.  I have discussed comment groupings with the Editor
	RolfV:  The comments that the ad-hoc meetings cou
	JohnF:  We have some comments that are so controv
	SriniK:  On the red comments we had widely different opinions; I believe we just need to put those to a vote.
	MatthewS:  I believe there may still be a bit of low hanging fruit; but I believe that we should push those off and instead start working on the red comments.
	RolfV:  I suggest that to move things faster by going to votes faster.  We have been too polite;  suggest we do a straw poll, then a vote an move on.
	MatthewS:  Agree with Rolf.  Maybe we want to have a timer with 10 minutes of debate, max.  Question is what to do resolutions to red comments.  I believe it should be debated on the floor.  But what alternate resolutions
	RolfV:  I agree with the time box; maybe give people 5 minutes to come up with an alternate resolution.
	MathildeB:  In the past we ended up wasting time in limiting presentations, because some are covering complex issues that take more than 10 minutes.
	MatthewS:  I agree.  I believe that presentations are separate from comment debates.
	JohnF:  We will give presentations a defined time.  Am more concerned about the red comments.
	RolfV:  Maybe with a request to the group to keep the presentations to a minimum.
	MathildeB:  But the presentations are addressing many comments at a time.
	JohnF:  If a presentation does not address commen
	RolfV:  How about setting a time limit of 5 minutes.
	JohnF:  Does anyone else have a comment on this process?
	MatthewS:  How about having an automatic call the question after 5 minutes; if that fails, then allow only another 5 minutes before a vote is taken.
	Q:  Just a question: why is this all happening on the main floor and not in the ad-hocs?
	MatthewS:  This is all about the red comments that have already been through the ad-hocs.
	Charles Wright (CharlesW):  How about allowing 10 minutes instead of 5?
	MatthewS:  My proposal was 10 minutes total, with a call to question after the first 5 minutes.
	CharlesW:  But a vote can take 5 minutes.
	MatthewS:  But a call to question is non-debatable, so we just have a vote on it.
	JohnF:  Remember that I can’t prevent anyone from
	SidS:  Can we just live with a gentleman’s agreem
	MatthewS:  I was suggesting an automatic call of the question.
	RolfV:  I would suggest a similar process for the ad-hoc groups.
	MatthewS:  I would be against that; I believe most of the time should be taken in the main floor on the red comments.  But if something is brand new, as in an ad-hoc, then it should be given the time it needs.  But I believe we should spend less time in
	JohnF:  Take the case that a vote just can’t reac
	MatthewS:  I would suggest that such comments are declined.
	JohnF:  My problem with this is that “declined” i
	MatthewS:  I call that “declined”.
	SidS:  Is there any option in the rules for doing anything but accept, decline or counter?
	JohnF:  Yes, I am suggesting that.  I want a canned response for this case, though I agree technically with MatthewS that it is the same as declined.
	MatthewS:  I see a list of motions; if you don’t 
	JohnF:  Then we do agree.  We will decline those 
	CharlesW:  In the case where no one can agree, does that mean that another group can still come together and resolve it?
	JohnF:  I will allow a second chance, and ask no one to come up with points of order when we consider it again.  If I get challenged, then I will try to come quickly to vote on whether we allow the second chance or not.
	JohnF:  I would like to take the next 15 minutes to draft something and then present it to you before the official break.  Any objections to a quick recess?  Hearing no objections, I ask everyone to be back in 15 minutes.

	Comment Resolution Process
	{JohnF’s final proposal is included below in Anne
	JohnF:  I have a proposal how to move forward.  There are three ways of resolving comments:  papers, ad-hoc groups and individuals.  I have a proposal for each type:
	A. Papers:  10 minutes for each, with 10 minutes for discussion; discussion limited to 5 minutes after the second; the resolution passes if it receives more than 75% vote -- if not, then it is declined with a note due to lack of consensus.
	B. Ad-hoc groups:  about 250 comments are in three groups:  frame formats clause 7; EDCF clause 9.1; and power save clause 11.2.
	C. Individual comments: to be addressed when not in recess for the ad-hocs; specific resolutions must be prepared; discussion for 7 minutes prior to seconding; discussion limited to 5 minutes; resolution passes if 75% approval.

	JohnF:  This is my proposal to be discussed in the next meeting, after lunch.
	MathildeB:  Believe that we might need more time for some papers.
	JohnF:  We can discuss that after lunch.

	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting at 12:03.



	Monday Afternoon, May 12, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:10pm.

	Review of Proposed Process
	JohnF:  Reviewed the proposed process from 801.11 TGe Comment Resolution Process 051203.doc.
	MatthewS:  Would like to have some more time available to a couple of papers.
	MathildeB:  Would like to have more time for AIFS paper and 149.
	JohnF:  Will document the exceptions; how much time for each?
	MathildeB:  20 minutes.
	JohnF:  Any other exceptions to this process?
	John Kowalski \(JohnK\):  The minutes for the �
	SriniK:  Is it allowed for us to have an ad-hoc at other times when TGe is not officially meeting?
	JohnF:  Only if it has a room that is announced.
	SriniK:  What about the lobby?
	JohnF:  Can’t really do that – though individuals
	MatthewS:  How will time be partitioned between papers and ad-hocs?
	JohnF:  Haven’t proposed a specific partition, bu
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to the proposed process?
	JohnF:  Hearing none, then this proposal is passe

	Ad-hoc Group Leaders
	JohnF: Calling for volunteers to lead the three ad-hoc groups.
	SriniK:  I’ll volunteer for Frame Formats, Clause
	MathildeB:  I’ll lead the EDCF, clause 9 group
	Keith Amann (KeithA):  Power save 11.2
	MathildeB:  I have a proposal to the power save group; how can that work?
	JohnF:  You can work together with the power save group.  Want to do that?
	MathildeB:  I’d rather not be the leader.
	JohnK:  How about Richard?
	Richard van Leeuwen (RichardL):  Ok.
	JohnF:  Then the leaders are Srini, Richard and Keith.  How many people plan to work in the groups?  I see 3 for Clause 7, 6 for Clause 9.1 and 6 for Clause 11.2.

	Paper Organization
	JohnF:  How many people are ready to present papers now.
	MathildeB:  I have three ready.
	SriniK:  All five of mine are ready.
	JohnF:  Then we’ll start with Mathilde’s papers.


	Presentation of Papers
	Document 03/149r1, AIFS-Revisited, Mathilde Benveniste
	MathildeB:  This proposal was discussed at both the Portland and Briarcliff ad-hoc meetings.  Main points:
	D4.0 uses different backoff count rules from legacy.
	This change was made without technical discussion.
	It has been shown that this method causes best effort EDCF stations to perform worse than legacy.
	AIFS definition is that of a priority-dependent IFS, the deferred time for access and backoff countdown used for QoS differentiation.
	This paper includes an analysis of the problem.
	The proposal is to adopt the normative text changes in 03/279r0.

	SidS:  Under current 1999 rules you would have to
	MathildeB:  The appendix answers this:  [1,CW[i]+1] for classes I with aAIFS[i] = 1, [0,CW[i]] for all other classes.
	SidS:  Doesn’t this say you typically transmit at
	MathildeB:  Motion:  Adopt normative text changes in 03/279r0.
	JohnF:  This needs to address specific comments.
	MathildeB:  Listed on the first page of this presentation:  11, 12, 15, 153, 374, 412, 413, 642, 643, 991, 1796.
	Mark Bilstad (MarkB):  Are those rules an integrated pair?  They seem like separate question to me.
	MathildeB:  I’d prefer to deal with this whole mo
	SriniK:  You might have more chance than
	MathildeB:  Is there anyone who would vote for on
	MarkB:  I think that’s my answer.
	Greg Chesson \(GregC\):  This adds complexity �
	MathildeB:  I believe that you need this proposed change to encourage people to get away from legacy.
	GregC:  You are saying that only way to get people to change would be to keep that legacy part?  But can you really test what backoff algorithms are being used inside real cards?  You might be able to show some small anomalies, but I doubt you can determ
	MathildeB:  I believe that if don’t eliminate thi
	GregC:  I disagree.
	Richard:  Did you raise this issue at the Portland issue?
	MathildeB:  Yes.  This addresses the statistical performance.
	Richard:  At Portland Duncan had an explanation that this difference is very small.  So is your proposal to reintroduce the X factor?
	MathildeB:  That’s why I did a statistical simula
	JohnF:  Is there anyone who wants to second this?
	Bobby Jose (BobbyJ):  Yes.
	JohnK:  Against:  this will impact a lot of development schedules.
	MatthewS:  For.  I have also run simulations and 
	GregC:  Against.  I believe that the legacy stati
	JohnF:  Anyone who is for who hasn’t spoken yet?
	MathildeB:  I yield to MatthewS.
	MatthewS:  I have seen significant changes against actual chip implementation designs.
	JohnF:  Time has expired.  So I call the question.  Voting members only.  Motion fails with 2:10:11.

	Document 03/293r0, Deletion of CFB from TGe Draft, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  AT Briarcliff we came up with question o
	SriniK:  Motion:  Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes outlined in 03/293r0 and provide a list of comments that are resolved by such incorporation.
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments or pre-discussion before I ask for a second?
	JohnF:  Any second?
	AmjadS:  Yes.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  I hear none.  I
	JohnF:  This motion is technical and passes the vote with 19:1:3.
	SriniK:  When may I bring up motions related to ad-hoc meeting comments?
	JohnF:  Now, if it’s short.

	Document 03/287r0, DLP Modifications, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  Main points:
	Many comments allowed us to properly describe DLP and also teardown.  This will include new figures 68.10 and 68.11, DLP set up and teardown message flows.
	Also a new DLP teardown action frame, and new DLP request action body order number, and in that change the status code from 1 to 2 octets.  I chose the units to be seconds.
	Also new MLME-DLPTeardown.request, .confirm and .indication messages.
	Since clause 8 is not the appropriate place for this discussion, so I moved it to clause 11.7.  There are many new descriptions in clause 11.7.
	And in Annex D introduce new dot11DLPResponseTimeout.

	SriniK:  Motion: Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes outlined in 03/286r0 and provide a list of comments that are resolved by such incorporation.
	JohnF:  Before I ask for a second, are there any suggestions for friendly amendments.
	CharlesW:  Why does the AP have to initiate the teardown.
	SriniK:  AP is not initiating it; could be because of timeout.
	Carlos Rios (CarlosR):  What is teardown supposed to do?
	SriniK:  this is just for graceful removal – just
	JohnF:  Any more comments.  Seeing none, I’ll ask
	SidS:  Yes.
	JohnF:  Any more discussion on this?  Seeing no d
	JohnF: This motion is technical and passes with 13:1:9.

	Document 03/020r7, Merged Letter Ballot Comments, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  This presentation will cover all of the lime-colored merged comments from the ad-hocs and teleconferences.  The lime-colored comments are those that have unanimous consent by the group, but have not yet been approved by the TGe.  Then Yellow and
	SriniK:  There are three categories of comments:  Clause 7 was done in teleconferences.  Then clause 9 early sections, and clause 11.
	SriniK:  Clause 7.2.1.8 comments were accepted and a new phrase inserted, also a new sentence in 9.10.
	SriniK:  One comment was declined, because clause 9 needs to be clarified.
	SriniK:  Beware while reviewing these comments that some commenter referred to page numbers from the word document, others to page numbers from the pdf document.

	Recess
	JohnF:  It’s now 3:00.  We’ll be back at 3:30 and

	Opening
	JohnF re-opened the meeting at 3:33pm.

	Continued 03/287r0 Clause 7 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  Some of the comments conflicted with changes by TGh, so had to be rejected.  Some were rejected because they were beyond the scope of the PAR.
	SriniK:  Note that comment 261 and a couple of others have alternate resolutions.
	SriniK:  The comments to be resolved by these resolutions are:  44, 487, 898, 248, 296, 297, 488, 489, 704, 1071, 30, 490, 706, 707, 708, 710, 900, 491, 712, 737, 940, 738, 901, 1096, 496, 497, 933, 31, 217, 240, 293, 494, 495, 720, 723, 724, 725, 726, 7
	SriniK:  Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for Clause 7 in 03/020r8 as the responses of the TG and further Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes contained in these responses, to the normative text in the next TGe draft.
	MatthewS:  So were there normative text changes?
	SriniK:  Yes, changing the motion to:
	Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for clause 7 in 03/020r7 as the responses of the TG

	JohnF:  Are there any more friendly comments?  Is there a second?
	AmjadS:  Yes.
	JohnF:  Are there any objections to passing this motion?  I hear no objections, so motion passes unanimously.

	Continued 03/287r0, Clause 9 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  At a minute apiece, this list of comments would take hours, so I will discuss only the main comments here.  Also, I will not propose a motion now, but will bring that up again after dinner, so that people have time to think about these resolutio
	SriniK:  Note that I’m removing 767, 783 from thi
	Matthew Fischer \(MatthewF\):  If you look at �
	SriniK:  So will change the resolution to match that.
	MatthewF:  It’s my comment and I’ll accept that.
	SriniK:  So 783 is now back in the list.
	SriniK:  For comment 648 we need to change the re
	Wei Lin Lim (Isaac):  I believe we need to remove this from the green list and mark it as yellow.
	SriniK:  Doing that now.
	SriniK:  The resolution to comment 327 also is uncertain, so am also changing that from green to yellow.
	SriniK:  I find that I disagree with the proposed resolution of comment 781, so am also moving that from green to yellow.
	MatthewF:  I believe that for comment 765 it is n
	MatthewS:  In section 9 it does say you shall tra
	MatthewF:  I mainly think this should be made explicit.
	MatthewS:  In old 1999 standard it was optional, as it is here.  But you do have to transmit an attempt.
	MatthewF: That’s the point; lets just make it cle
	CharlesW:  Matthew, do you think it should be shall?
	MatthewF:  I believe that that would open another
	SriniK:  Because of all this controversy I’m now 
	SriniK:  Note about comment 555 that we deleted subclause 9.10.2.2.2 and moved all related material to clause 7.
	MatthewF:  What does the resolution of comment 777 mean?
	SriniK:  It depends on the resolutions of the other comments.
	MatthewF:  So I see, depending on those resolutions.
	SriniK:  Comment 974: this comment was declined, but since then one person has asked that this behavior be retained, so I will mark it yellow.
	SriniK:  There are other reasons for our answer to comment 975.
	MatthewF:  Then I believe that your other reasons should be included in this comment resolution.
	SriniK:  So I’ll add that note to the comment res
	SriniK:  For comment 976 we have an alternative resolution, but believe it is along the lines that the commenter suggested.
	MatthewF:  Again this bleeds back into whether yo
	MatthewS:  I believe you can use CF types outside of a CFP.
	MatthewF:  But this is about a piggyback, which requires a CFP.  Else you need to explicitly allowing that.
	SriniK:  I’m in  favor of allowing it.
	MatthewF:  For efficiency I would agree, but this small change does not say that.
	SriniK:  How about “in both CFP and CP”?
	MatthewF:  That sounds better.
	JohnF:  It is now 5:30 and we need to recess again.  Want to pick it up again after dinner?
	SriniK:  Yes.  Please everyone review these proposed resolutions over dinner, so we can skip talking about as many as we can this evening.

	Recess
	JohnF  recessed the meeting for dinner break at 5:34pm.



	Monday Evening, May 12, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:20pm (missing speaker).

	Continued 03/287r0 Clause 7 Proposed Resolutions, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I believe the stated solution to 1128 is
	SriniK:  Most of the comments on 9.10.2.2.2 have been handled by rewriting this one paragraph.
	SriniK:  I believe that our response to 1060 is i
	SriniK:  The current list of comments to be resolved by this set of  resolutions is now:   380, 520, 1109, 191, 324, 433, 545, 546, 643, 761, 762, 764, 766, 41, 326, 644, 645, 783, 1121, 1122, 646, 1157, 192, 194, 549, 772, 782, 971, 1125, 550, 551, 434,
	SriniK:  Motion:  Accept the resolutions that are marked in green for clause 9 in 03/020r8 as the responses of the TG and further Instruct the editor to incorporate the changes contained in these responses, to the normative text in the next TGe draft.
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?
	Isaac:  Comment 648 on 9.10.2.1.1 should be chang
	SriniK:  Then I’ll change that back to green.
	[So add “648” to the list above.]
	SriniK:  The motion now will include the resolution to Comment 648.
	JohnF:  Any further clarifications?  I see no requests.  And a second?
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Are there any objections to this motion?  I see none, so it has passed unanimously.

	Other Papers
	JohnF:  Are there any
	MatthewS:  I would prefer to wait until tomorrow.
	JohnF:  Ok.

	Ad-hoc Groups
	JohnF:  I’d like to recess for the rest of the me
	SriniK:  After 10pm I’ll start working on the add
	JohnF:  Are there any individual comment resolutions available to be presented now?
	SriniK:  I believe that there is a strong opinion to remove {??}, so we might take a straw poll about that now.
	JohnF:  While you’re thinking about that, how abo
	JohnK:  Comment 436.
	JohnF:  As long as you have a tight resolution on it, you can cover it.
	JohnK:  This is a  yellow-marked comment about 9.10.2.2.1.  A majority favors keeping the poll and therefore declining the comment.
	JohnF:  Any general discussion?
	SriniK:  The stated resolution is not correct; you should say that the reason is improving efficiency.
	JohnK:  Ok.  I’ll type your version.
	SriniK:  Put in “Comment declined; the described 
	Ali Raissinia \(AliR\):  I believe the comment�
	JohnF:  It’s up to JohnK; do you prefer to withdr
	JohnK:  Ok, I’ll withdraw this until tomorrow.
	JohnF:  Any others?
	JohnK:  All yellow comments have resolutions, so 
	SriniK:  One of the commenters has already done t
	JohnK:  Will remove the first sentence in the rec
	JohnK:  Move to accept this comment resolution.
	AmjadS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Any objections to accepting this resolution?  Hearing none, this comment resolution is adopted.

	Comment 1124
	JohnF:  Next item, comment 1124.
	MatthewS:  I have a presentation on this; should I present it now?
	JohnF:  If it’s directly on this comment.
	MatthewS:  Yes, it is.

	Document 03/330r0, Poll Responses , Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  Some devices don’t want this, but it i
	MatthewS:  This  is about Comment 409, which is directly related to 1124.
	Isaac:  What about a station that doesn’t want to
	MatthewS:  You can give him a duration.  Ideally 
	SidS:  In general I’m in favor of this, as long a
	MatthewS:  This allows some differentiation, so some that want to support it can give some STAs an advantage.
	SidS:  So you ‘re saying an EDCF station
	MatthewS:  The current draft says you shall respond to a poll; so this gives them a way out.
	JohnK:  I believe that with those three works str
	MatthewF:  It doesn’t have a “shall”  in it anywa
	MatthewS:  I’m only looking for a “may”.
	AmjadS:  If it makes you happy, it doesn’t bother
	JohnK:  You might get this past, but fail later. 
	JohnF:  I count three who think that it does, sev
	SidS:  Is this really about controlled channel access?
	John Fuller (JohnFuller):  What does this mean about interoperability?
	MatthewS:  I believe it won’t harm interoperabili
	JohnF:  Before you make a motion, what comment are you resolving here?
	MatthewS:  Comment 409.
	JohnK:  I don’t believe this solves that comment.
	MatthewS:  I’m the commenter and I believe it doe
	MatthewF:  Didn’t Sunghyun \(Choi\) have a pro�
	MatthewS:  I’d rather have that sentence, but bel
	AmjadS:  Many people don’t believe this gives the
	SidS:  If you make the comment resolution that th
	MatthewS:  Sure.
	SidS:  Some might be inclined to vote against it 
	MatthewS:  Will change the motion to 330r1:  “To 
	SidS:  I second.
	JohnF:  Any discussion?
	SidS:  I speak in favor because it will allow a little more flexibility.
	JohnF:  Seeing no other comments, I ask for a vote.  The motion is technical and passes 12:3:7.

	Comment 1124, again
	JohnK:  Let’s go back to comment 1124.  Strawpoll
	MarkB:  I believe there is a difference between cases here.
	JohnF:  I think this shows that something is not working about this.
	JohnK:  I agree and will withdraw for now.
	JohnF:  Does anyone have a comment resolution that we can move within 5 minutes or less?
	MatthewS:  I’ll go over the yellow comments and m
	JohnF:  I don’t care about the color, just lookin
	MatthewS:  The advantage of the yellow ones is th
	SriniK:  Here are the comments; but you can do the presentation.

	Comment 970
	MatthewS:  {Reviewed the comment and current resolution.} How should I make a motion?
	JohnF:  Just show us what is the proposed resolution.
	MatthewS:  Move to make the resolution: “Comment 
	MarkB:  Is this just in general, or a specific point?
	MatthewS:  I believe it is about even if you are 
	JohnF:  Any second?
	SidS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this. 

	Comment 193
	MatthewS:  {Reviewed the comment and current reso
	MatthewF:  Isn’t there a restriction in the draft
	MatthewS:  Yes.
	MatthewF:  So you can do what the commenter wanted without doing anything to the draft.
	MatthewS:  I disagree; the commenter wanted a specific change.
	AmjadS:  CWmin and CWmax make you choose values.
	MatthewS:  Having that value should be optional.
	MatthewF:  But then you have an option on retries.
	JohnF:  Any second?
	SidS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Seeing none, is

	Comment 327
	MatthewS:   {Reviewed the comment and current resolution.} Motion:  adopt the proposed resolution as it stands in this text.
	MarkB:  This alternate resolution is not necessary?
	MatthewS:  I don’t know of any other way to do th
	MatthewF:  Didn’t you just say the opposite earli
	MatthewS:  I don’t see how this does that.
	MatthewF:  But this is limiting what you are able to do?
	MatthewS:  You’re thinking about the commenter’s 
	SriniK:  Would like to edit the proposed resoluti
	MatthewS:  I agree with this new motion.
	SriniK: I second that.
	JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Is there any objection to passing this?  I see none, so this motion passes unanimously.


	Discussion of Ad-Hoc Groups
	Ad-hoc Work
	JohnF:  Tomorrow we’ll start with the ad-hoc grou
	SriniK:  I’ve spoken with the other ad-hoc leader


	Recess
	
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to recess for the ad hoc group meetings?  Hearing none, we are recessed for ad-hoc work until 8:00am tomorrow morning.
	JohnF recessed the meeting at 9:30 pm.



	Tuesday Morning, May 13, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:05 am.
	JohnF:  The document number server is now open, so you need to get numbers for the documents now.

	Session Signup Demonstration
	KeithA demonstrated signing up for the sessions.

	Presentations
	JohnF:  Are there any presentations available now?
	AmjadS:  Do we need to have normative text available now?
	JohnF:  Yes, if you intend to make a motion.
	AmjadS:  Then we will need one hour.
	MatthewS:  I have several presentations available.


	Presentation of Papers
	Document 03/329r1, Distributed Admissions, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I have a problem with distributed admi
	SriniK:  You need to remove TXOPBudget also.  I also suggest a simpler motion.
	JohnK:  This addresses comment 212; suggest we look at other treatments of that first.
	MatthewS:  I just want to get this over first.
	Shugong Xu \(ShugongX\):  This appears to be a�
	MarkB:  I believe we should discuss the replacement as part of removing it.
	MatthewS:  I would be glad to defer to Shugong to present first.  I yield the floor for the presentation of a strawpoll, then will continue after that.

	Admission Control Strawpoll
	ShugongX:  I’m not finished yet, but can have a s
	ShugongX:  This is about the existing issues in the current DAC:  many people want it removed because of complexity, stability, and difficulty of working with DLP.
	ShugongX:  Current options are:
	Option1:  Remove without replacement
	No new EDCF admission control will be introduced
	However, many people think EDCF QoS should be more than just differentiation between traffics
	Then there will be no way to protect the current QoS facilities.

	Option2:  Replace without explicit signaling
	I prefer this way.
	Using TSPEC, same way as for polling-based access.
	Then have connection-based EDCF
	Some may think it overkill using TSPEC:  why not just use polling based access if AP knows the STAs?

	Option3:  Replace with some unknown mechanism
	But what kind of hook would there be?
	Potentially this could be a big change.


	ShugongX:  Based on these options, strawpoll of the options:
	Option1:  Just remove it.
	Option2:  Replace it with TSPEC
	Option3:  Replace it with something like PSPEC
	Option4:

	JohnK:  How about merging Options 2 and 3?
	ShugongX:  OK, then strawpoll:
	Option1:  Just remove it.
	Option2:  Replace it with TSPEC
	Option3:  Replace it with some unknown-yet thing (just leave a hook there)
	Option4:  Do nothing
	Option5:  Make it optional

	KeithA:  What is difference between 2 and 3, if someone thinks it needs more work?
	ShugongX:  Make Option2 “replace it with explicit
	JohnF:  You can vote for any or all options.  I count:  10:11:0:4.

	Continuation of 03/329r1a, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I believe that this result does not co
	MatthewS:  Motion:  To adopt the changes identified in document 03/319r1 into the current TGe draft along with deletion of the TXOPBudget fields and descriptions in 7.3.2.14 and any other changes the editor feels are relevant.
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	JohnK:  I believe the strawpoll shows a big split, so I move to table this.
	MatthewS:  I’m looking up RRoO:  this is not deba
	JohnF:  Do I have a second.
	RichardL:  Second.
	JohnF:  This is non-debatable.  The motion fails with a vote of 8:11:3.
	MatthewS:  I  just want to reiterate that leaving something broken in the draft is bad.
	SriniK:  I speak in favor:  the consensus is that
	AmjadS:  I also am in favor, because the strawpoll showed that everyone wants to remove it.  The alternative is just to discuss it again later.
	JohnK:  I call the question.
	JohnF:  I want first to be sure that we know exactly what this motion says.
	AmjadS:  Point of order:  Matthew is discussing only one comment; this does not preclude us working on other comments.
	JohnF:  Ok.
	JohnK:  There are no comments that say “insert ad
	AmjadS:  There is no automatic comment resolution; still have to make a resolution.
	CharlesW:  Question: has this been seconded?
	JohnF:  Yes.  It is seconded and called.
	KeithA:  If you remove this, the comment has been resolved.  I want to make sure that it does not go away.
	JohnF:  I want to make sure we have an understanding on this motion.
	MatthewS:  I do not believe that this would prevent anything being presented later.
	JohnF:  I ask this of the editor.
	SriniK:  I believe they’re two different things.
	JohnF:  The motion is technical and fails with 11:7:3.
	AmjadS:  I think it was too early to call the question.
	JohnF:  That is a practice we have to establish.
	JohnK:  I believe procedurally that to bring something forward, we could ask to reconsider and merge that with this motion.
	MatthewS:  I believe we have to pass this motion 
	JohnF:  The guidance I received from the discussi
	AmjadS:  Point of information:  we can’t remove i
	JohnF:  If we decide to replace it later, I will 


	Recess for ad-hoc groups
	
	MatthewS:  I’d like to present additional papers 
	JohnF:  How about giving some time to the ad hoc groups now?
	KeithA:  As long as we later have time for the ad-hoc resolutions.
	JohnF:  Yes.  So in the next session Matthew and 
	JohnF recessed the group for ad-hoc work at 9:10am.


	Re-opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:05am.

	Ad hoc group reports
	JohnF:  If there are no special motions, we would like to recess for more ad hoc work.
	No objections.


	Recess
	
	JohnF recessed the meeting for ad hoc group work at 10:am.



	Tuesday Afternoon, May 13, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:08pm


	Call for Papers
	
	JohnF:  Who is ready for papers now?

	Document 03r/332r1, Text Changes QoS IBSS, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  Existing DCF solutions restrict user parameter selections; Existing EDCF solutions allow parameters to be set dangerously; so one malicious superuser may bring down the entire network.  So I want to encourage STA designers to not permit users
	MatthewS:  The possible motion would be to adopt 
	JohnK:  A number of problems:  malicious users can use microwave ovens, these are fixed values that can be set for all users; and the user interfaces can be made to make these settings.
	Adrian Stephens (AdrianS):  The parameters set today might not be optimal for the future.  Believe that the parameters can be set by some kind of TBD management interface.  If we take it out now, then may be hard to get it back in later.
	CharlesW:  What are the exact changes?
	MatthewS:  That this facility is removed from the IBSS.
	JohnK:  I believe this comment should be declined, using the reasons that Adrian and I mentioned earlier.  What comment number is related to this?
	MatthewS:  Comment 396.  If this could be fixed, 
	CharlesW:  So one way is to fix them, another is to remove from IBSS.
	MatthewS:  But the problem can also happen in any
	MatthewS:  Strawpoll (can vote for more than one):
	1.  Eliminate capability for QoS parameters in IBSS
	2.  Fix QoS parameters for use outside of QBSS.
	3.  Leave things as is.

	JohnF:  I count 2:12:10.
	MatthewS:  Strawpoll between numbers 2 and 3, but can vote only for one.
	JohnF:  I count 12:7.
	MatthewS:  So I won’t make a motion right now.

	Strawpolls and Motion on HCF Admission Control, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  Comment 335, on admission control for HCF, is recommending that HC shall not / should not allow arbitrary modifications, but only according to the STA.
	MarkB:  Isn’t it true that an AP can disassociate
	JohnK:  Yes.  But this is assuming that the STA is associated and has a stream ongoing.  But it can be a policy decision above the MAC that does this.  Strawpoll:  Do you favor the resolution suggested by the commenter in comment 335?
	JohnF:  I count 10 : 9 : 12
	JohnK:  Do you favor the same but with “shall” re
	JohnF:  I count  20 : 1 : 8.
	JohnK:  therefore I move to accept the proposed r
	JohnF:  Who seconds?
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Friendly amendment:  it should really be an alternate resolution of the comment.
	JohnK:  so it now is:  I move to accept the alter
	MatthewS:  I still don’t think it is a good idea,
	MatthewF:  Why do you think it’s not a good idea?
	MatthewS:  You want the flexibility to allow the AP to release some streams when media changes.
	SriniK:  I favor this, but the AP should not deci
	MatthewS:  It should be able to let it go, but we still need a mechanism for that.
	JohnF:  Any more comments?  Seeing none, the question is called.  This is a technical motion, and it passes with 21:3:1.


	Presentation of Papers
	Review of papers
	JohnF:  Amjad, are you ready for your paper?
	AmjadS:  We just put the paper on the server before lunch, so we need to wait for 4 hours.
	MathildeB:  I have a paper ready.

	Documents 03/292r0 and 03/294r1, Mathilde Benveniste
	MathildeB:  Keith Amann, Matthew Sherman and I wrote this.  This paper addresses comments 251, 377 and 871.  The present draft prohibits a STA with an active TS to send EDCF frames generated by that TS; this is overly restrictive; but we want to allow th
	Error recovery
	Poll is missed
	AP permits it.

	MathildeB:  The same normative text is in both 294r0 and 294r1.
	MarkB:  Could you outline the exact changes?
	MatthewS:  Using the AccessPolicyField in the TSInfo field of the TSPEC.
	AmjadS:  So this would allow you to do that, just not required either way?
	MathildeB:  Yes.
	AmjadS:  Is this the only change?
	MatthewS:  There is something added in section 9 to say *when* you can do that.  That is the list Mathilde gave before.  {See above.}
	MarkB:  Does this mean the AP can allow legacy DCF?
	MatthewS:  If this particular traffic stream gets in trouble, it allows recovery.
	MathildeB:  Using EDCF for retransmissions.
	MatthewF:  Why not just allow this?
	MathildeB:  Because that would encourage abuse.
	MatthewF:  If HC needs to track anyway, then how?
	MatthewS:  It is a scheduler design issue – you s
	JohnF:  We have run out of time.  Is there a second?
	MatthewS:  Second.
	Jon Rosdahl (JonR):  Should change to r1, even if that is only an author change.
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to change the motion?  I hear none.
	JohnF:  Is there any more discussion?  I see none.  This is a technical motion and passes with 17:0:12.


	Ad-hoc groups
	Ad-hoc group reports
	JohnF:  Are any more papers ready?  I see none.  I would like to invite the ad-hoc leaders to report.  As a minimum I would like you to tell us the number of comments you are addressing, the number resolved, and the number remaining.
	RichardL:  Clause 9.1:  Document 339;  have 111 total (though a lot are editorial and a lot fixed by another group); we have covered 4 and fixed 2 so far.
	KeithA:  Clause 11.2:  There are 28 comments that
	JohnF:  Srini is not here.  Can anyone report on 
	MatthewS:  So there is no session tonight?
	JohnF:  This is the last session today; we will get back together at 8 am tomorrow morning.
	JohnK:  Mathilde, were you going to make more presentations?
	MathildeB:  Yes, but they have not been on the server four hours yet.


	Closing
	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting for ad-hoc group work at 2:20pm.



	Wednesday Morning, May 14, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:03am.


	Summaries
	Editor’s summary
	SriniK:  We have completed 60 of the comments.  If we include the ad-hoc, there will be 240 comments.  But there still are many more to go.

	Ad-hoc group summaries
	SriniK:  For frame formats there are 160 comments
	KeithA:  There’s a high probability that we can g
	RichardL:  Things are going slowly; we probably will be able to address only about 20% of them in this session.
	JohnF:  We might cover more of these in the general TGe session.  Is anyone who is working out which comments are closed?
	SriniK:  I am doing that.

	Red Comment Procedures
	MatthewS:  I am still in favor of bringing forwar
	JohnF:  What MatthewS will be doing is asking for
	JohnF:  Are there any papers ready who will address groups of comments?
	JohnK:  I will have one ready tomorrow.
	JohnF:  I see no one else who has a paper.  We are shifting to people who are ready to address individual comments.

	Document 03/020r6, Comment 88, John Kowalski
	JohnF:  I have one paper on an individual comment
	MatthewS:  There are other similar comments that I have made.
	CharlesW:  Would like to see the list of other comments that are similar.
	JohnK reviewed comment 416.
	SriniK:  I believe Mathilde has a proposal on this.
	JohnK: I talked to Mathilde yesterday and she sai
	MatthewS:  Please explain why you think this is not testable.
	JohnK:  How do I know over the air that a TSPEC will be honored?
	MatthewS:  You know how many TSPECs you got back from the AP, and you can just measure it.
	JohnK:  I would rather have as many things to measure performance as possible.  It also allows for better control for hardware.
	AmjadS:  There is some thought for admission control for EDCF; how can that be coordinated?
	JohnK:  My short answer is that it’s a group prob
	MatthewS:  I believe that this is just asking for a little bit of flexibility and this allows a prioritized scheduler, which is not allowed in the current spec.
	Javier del Prado \(JavierP\):  To answer Matth�
	MatthewS:  If you can show me that, I’ll withdraw
	JohnK:  I would like to ask for a strawpoll in the meantime.
	CharlesW:  In the comment there is no proposed resolution, just pros and cons, and there is no normative text shown.
	JohnK:  The options are:  decline comment with re
	JohnF:  I count 2:14:8.
	JohnK:  This leaves the question:  Matthew, when do you think you will have normative text available on this?
	MatthewS:  Tomorrow.
	JohnK:  We will then bring this up again tomorrow.

	Red comments, 03/020r6, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  Comment 396 is mine; I move for the alternate resolution, which  is to adopt fixed PHY dependent EDCF parameters to be used in an IBSS.
	JohnK:  Second.
	RichardL:  Isn’t there a set of default values to
	MatthewS:  The default is that there are defaults that can be changed at will by the user; I want these to be fixed.
	JohnK:  In favor: this seems like a good compromise.
	MatthewS:  If there is no more debate, I call the question.
	JohnF:  The motion is technical and passes with 21:1:3.

	Comment 1139
	MatthewS:  This is about clause 10.3.11.  Since t
	RolfV:  Second.
	SriniK:  Against.  This is again about an HC not 
	MatthewS:  What happened in the resolution yesterday?
	SriniK:  The equivalent to “comment declined” pas
	JohnK:  I am strongly against this as it makes things arbitrary.
	MatthewS:  Seeing no more debate, I call the question.
	JohnF:  The motion fails unanimously.  Since this is the first one of this type, Srini, what does this mean?
	MatthewS:  We need to come up with a specific response to each of these.
	SriniK:  I agree with Matthew and will do the editorial changes like this.

	Comment 108, 1019 and 1039
	KeithA:  This is in 11.2 and we will cover it in that group.
	JohnF:  Then we can cover that in that ad-hoc report.

	Comment 114
	MatthewS:  This is on definitions, starting with the CFP.  There is no comment on this and so I have no idea why this is marked red.
	SriniK:  I suggest we reclassify this as editorial.
	MatthewS:  Therefore I move to accept this and reclassify this as editorial.
	MatthewS:  Is there any debate on this?  Seeing none, can we accept this as the resolution?
	MatthewS:  I see no objections, so this resolution is passed.
	JohnF:  For interests of speed, I’m asking Matthe

	Comment 134
	MatthewS:  I see no recommended changes and move that it be reclassified as editorial.
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Is there any debate on this?  Seeing none, can we accept this as the resolution?
	MatthewS:  I see no objections, so this resolution is passed.

	Comment 451
	MatthewS:  Motion:  Change comment disposition to
	SriniK:  Second, for purposes of debate.
	SriniK:  I speak against this.  I do not believe there is much conflict or confusion in the current text.
	MatthewS:  Is there any objection to changing the motion to an alternate resolution?  Seeing none, Srini, do you have an alternate resolution as a motion to amend?
	SriniK:  Alternate Resolution:  “Instruct the edi
	MatthewS:  No. There’s a QIBSS that is different 
	CharlesW:  A QBSS must be an infrastructure.
	SriniK:  Currently it is only used that way.  If 
	CharlesW:  I agree that this is a big problem.
	SriniK:  One option is to just define QBSS as inf
	MatthewS:  Second the amendment.
	JohnF:  I am going to ask people to vote first on the amendment.  This motion is procedural, and passes with 17:1:7.
	JohnF:  So that {the amended version} becomes the main motion.  This motion is technical and passes with 21:2:5.
	JohnK:  This resolution is creating a nomenclature that is at variance with the base standard.
	MatthewS:  This will still go through recirculation.
	JohnF:  I would ask Srini whether we have made it impossible to create the text.
	SriniK:  I see no problem.

	Comment 452
	MatthewS:  This is to remove the term QIBSS.  Move to accept this comment.
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnK:  Against.  We need to distinguish from legacy.
	SriniK:  I would like to decline, but the comment
	JohnK:  A QIBSS is an IBSS that delivers prioritized delivery of packets.
	CharlesW:  I see in the current spec that the definition is that an QIBSS is an IBSS in which one or more STAs supports QoS.
	MatthewS:  All in favor of this comment?
	JohnF:  The motion fails:  3:15:10.
	SidS:  If a motion fails, does that mean we automatically take the opposite side?
	MatthewS:  If the motion to amend fails, that means {there is no change}
	JohnF:  What we decided earlier this week is that a decline is the default that the text remains unchanged.
	SidS:  My understanding of the procedure is that,
	JohnF:  I suggest that, if we run into that kind of case, take it up at that time.
	SidS:  Why don’t we immediately draft a new resol
	JohnF:  If that motion fails, then we aren’t decl
	SidS:  But we then can decline for a different reason.
	JohnF:  We agreed earlier this week that we would
	SidS:  I’m not real happy with the process, but I�

	Comment 2
	MatthewS:  I move to make the resolution: ” Comme
	SriniK:  Second for the purpose of debate.
	SriniK:  I suggest we change this to “Comment dec
	MatthewS:  I believe we don’t have to say that wh
	JohnK:  I agree with Srini.  If we know the resolution and have a consensus, then we should state that directly.
	SidS:  We should aim for approving a resolution whenever we can.
	MatthewS:  My goal is to put a clear resolution in the Minutes.
	SidS:  If you are going to bring them back for approval, that answers my concerns.
	MatthewS:  Is there any more debate?  Hearing none, is anyone against adopting this unanimously?  Seeing one, we need to vote.
	JohnF:  This motion failed unanimously.  0:19:9.

	Comment 24
	MatthewS:  This comment is on clause 5.4.2.1.  Move to remove the last sentence, as requested.
	CharlesW:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Could someone read that paragraph from the spec?
	CharlesW:  Reviewed the paragraph on mobility typ
	MatthewS:  In favor.  I believe the commenter is right; this is out of scope.
	SriniK:  I agree with both of you; we can’t make 
	CharlesW:  Question: there is no promise to maintain QoS through roaming?
	MatthewS:  There are no "shall"s to this effect in the text.
	MatthewS:  Any other debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.

	Comment 457
	MatthewS:  Motion:  Comment is resolved by the resolution to Comment 24.
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.

	Comment 846
	MatthewS:  This is about a possible “QESS” term.
	SriniK:  The same resolution as before?
	MatthewS:  Any objection to making a motion on an
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.

	Comment 853
	MatthewS:  This comment is to provide facilities which provide end-to-end QoS via the DS.  Keith do you have a comment on doing the same resolution?
	KeithA:  Fine.  Great.
	SriniK:  The same resolution as before?
	MatthewS:  Any objection to making a motion on an
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.

	Comment 179
	MatthewS:  The problem is with multicast transmissions in a mixed BSS; the request is to allow the AP to transmit a single non-QoS copy of each multicast frame.  I move to adopt this as written.
	SriniK:  Friendly amendment:  replace “may” with �
	MatthewS:  So moved.
	SriniK:  Move to table this motion.
	SidS:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any objection to adopting this move to table the topic?
	JohnF:  That motion is non-debatable.
	MatthewS:  Seeing no objections, this topic is tabled.
	CharlesW:   Do I understand that there is a document that covers this?
	MatthewS:  Document 03/312r0; we are waiting for 

	Comment 400
	MatthewS:  Move to accept this comment.
	SriniK:  Second.
	SriniK:  I move to postpone this motion.  New text needs to be drafted for the editor to include.
	MatthewS:  I’ll take the time to draft this text,
	JohnK:  We debated in New York whether an autonomous TSPEC would satisfy this.
	MatthewS:  There is no way to implement a CFP to 
	JohnK:  If you include a way to schedule this, I 
	MatthewS:  I move to table this motion.
	JohnFuller:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion to table  is accepted.

	Comment 401
	MatthewS:  This is to create a default TSPEC.  Move to accept this comment.
	SriniK:  Second.
	SriniK:  I’m not necessarily against this.  First
	MatthewS:  Would you agree with an alternate reso
	SriniK:  *should* be generated to support.
	MatthewS:  Move to amend to:  “Comment Accepted. 
	SriniK:  Second.
	MatthewS:  Any debate?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this resolution unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.
	CharlesW:  What is the mapping to connect wired AP  traffic to a TSPEC?
	MatthewS:  You have a logical interface.
	CharlesW:  Including VLAN priority.
	MatthewS:  Any debate on this motion to amend?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this motion to amend unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion to amend is accepted.
	MatthewS:  So now the amended motion is the main motion.  Any debate on this motion?  Seeing none, does anyone object to adopting this motion unanimously?  Seeing none, this motion is accepted.


	Closing
	Recess
	JohnF:  So we will meet next at 1:00pm.
	JohnF recessed the meeting at 10:00am.



	Wednesday Afternoon, May 14, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:05pm


	Presentation of Papers
	Call for Presentations
	JohnF called for presentations.
	JohnF:  I see Thomas and Amjad.

	Document 02/592r1, WME Overview, Thomas Kuehnel
	ThomasK:  This is an update of a paper originally presented last year.
	ThomasK:  The motivation of WME is to avoid multiple proprietary solutions;  these implementation guidelines should be a direct subset of 802.11e and provide a direct migration path to 802.11e.
	ThomasK:  This document addresses comments 267 (EDCF post-backoff); 184 (admission control); 1101 (QoS parameter sets); and 164 ().  The scope is EDCF only, but does propose a number of bug fixes and other changes:  flags in QoS parameter element
	MatthewS:  Point of Information: this document is not in to-doc-keeper, but in to-be-fixed.
	SidS:  It also is in the working area.
	ThomasK:  We are looking for more input to fix bugs and would like to have discussions of this to improve the changes.
	ShugongX:  You’ve added a new media time field; h
	ThomasK:  This contains all the overhead including transmits and acks that a STA needs, per one second interval.
	ShugongX:  Already have a PHY rate and need a mean; those are available in the spec today, so why it this needed?
	MarkB:  The group felt that it was simpler to do it this way.
	AmjadS:  The document is WME; is this a replacement of the TGe draft?
	ThomasK:  Definitely not; it describes a subset of 802.11e that gives implementers immediate guidelines.
	AmjadS:  What is being asked of TGe as a body?
	ThomasK:  The first action is to provide feedback; this document should provide specific implementations of the 802.11e specification.  TGe should be done by next year, but companies are already implementing.  We took EDCF as a subset, since it is not co
	MatthewS:  I understand you’re trying to create a
	JohnF:  I want to second Matthew’s suggestion:  i
	MathildeB:  A request: we would appreciate it if you made technical presentations that explain what you are doing and what changes you need, and give us time to study your proposal.
	SidS:  There was a question about what the TGe is being requested to do.  The WME document hopefully holds together; we can work out the mechanics of motions to TGe; these might be motions for certain changes in 802.11e.  Do you concur with that Thomas?
	ThomasK:  Yes.
	JohnF:  I would really prefer that we go the same way as with all other comment resolutions.  So we need specific recommendations with respect to specific comments and to make the changes in the current draft.  We need focused, pointed, short, exact chan
	ThomasK:  Thanks for the guidance; we will prepare a contribution according to it.  We will show how everything ties together with this document, so that our document can be used as a guide.  We will have to fold back many of the unresolved comments back
	Greg Chesson \(GregC\):  Need more guidance pl�
	JohnF:  I don’t disagree with your suggestions.  
	GregC:  Ok.  We can do that.  We think we have do
	MatthewS:  I have no problem with cross-referenci
	JohnF:  Any more discussion?
	SidS:  Would you suppose that there will be time tomorrow to cover this?
	JohnF:  Yes, especially if you give it direct comment-based specification.
	MathildeB:  There is no normative text in this document.
	JohnF:  I believe that there is a place for proposals; I will relax my guidance that we meet the four-hour rule for these changes.
	AmjadS:  If the rules are that relaxed, I’m not s
	JohnF:  I would emphasize to get these changes in as soon as possible.
	MatthewS:  Point of order.  We need to follow the group rules.
	JohnF:  I’m going to follow those, but will allow
	MathildeB:  It is very important to me to see normative text changes, exactly as to what words are being changed.
	JohnF:  Any more guidance to this group?
	KeithA:  When does this group expect to have inputs?
	ThomasK:  About 10am tomorrow; please also contact individuals offline to shorten the process.
	SidS:  I agree something needs to be done.  The d
	KeithA:  The whole point of what we’re doing is t
	MatthewS:  I disagree a bit with Sid here; I have
	ThomasK:  As the Chair proposed, we will have to do this work.
	MathildeB:   Will you and your colleagues be working offsite; what is the best place to get feedback to you?  Could I send you email directly?
	ThomasK:  To me directly.
	JohnF:  Any other comments?  I see none, so we mo
	KeithA:  An aside to the group:  please see 03/380r0 for all of power save comment resolutions so far.

	Document 03/335r0, Schedule Element Synchronization, Amjad Soomro
	AmjadS:  This paper addresses comments 308, 739, 313 and 513.  The normative text is in 03/335r1.
	MatthewS:  This document should really be 03/335r1a.
	AmjadS:  This is about minimum and maximum service intervals and TXOP durations.  TXOP durations are in terms of microseconds.
	AmjadS:  The issues are, to maximize power saving, the chains of frames could be grouped together, and the 8 msec max TXOP size may fragment channel allocation while reducing power saving potential.  The second issue is the ambiguity in the start/end of
	AmjadS:  The proposal is to fix the schedule element frame format and to add one bit to the QoS control field that indicates that this the last frame exchange sequence in this service period.  The reason for the 8 byte number is that it gives approx 30 m
	AmjadS:  Also note that a slot can be moved around if one TXOP gets delayed; need fixed times at which syncs occur.
	AmjadS:  This proposal involves definitions of start time, service interval, max service duration and specification interval.  There can be multiple TXOPs occurring in one service period; also a max service duration can be less than a service interval.
	GregC:  The service period is per-station?
	AmjadS:  Yes, and is decoupled from the beacons.
	GregC:  Why didn’t you use absence of the More bi
	AmjadS:  The current draft has independent power mechanism versus service mechanism.  The STAs that are going into power save wake up at beacons and then go back to sleep.  But the STAs need to remain awake during the whole service periods.  So having tw
	AmjadS:  This proposal simplifies the schedule element, synchronized service periods, better power saving and less channel fragmentation.
	JohnK:  I have a concern about this (besides that you have to do 4 msec for Japan):  you want to distribute as evenly as possible across the beacon interval.  Do you think the QoS Null frame is still needed after this?
	AmjadS:  Yes.  Still need that for its own uses.
	GregC:  Two questions:  this kind of schedule des
	AmjadS:  First answer: it will only collide if scheduler chooses an offset specifically to collide, because it knows those parameters, so can always choose not to collide.
	AmjadS:  Answer to the second question:  how does Greg propose to make a service interval longer than a beacon period?
	GregC:  It’s no harder to do than what you’re pro
	AmjadS:  It’s always a fixed amount of time.
	GregC:  Then you could have wasted time between intervals.
	AmjadS:  Yes.
	GregC:  So you ignore that problem?
	AmjadS:  That’s a problem of the medium.
	GregC:  But then you’re trading off time that you
	MathildeB:  I prefer this proposal to the beacon-base one, because if you have more service times within a beacon interval, that limits what the service intervals can be.
	MarkB:  Last vs. More data bits.  More bit gets advertised by the AP.  But in this case, how do their meanings differ?
	AmjadS:  I believe that the More bit is not defined in current draft beyond the power save mechanism.
	MarkB:  If it were extended outside, then the concepts could be combined?
	AmjadS:  Perhaps, but these are different basic concepts.
	SidS:  If turned off the More bit, then that there are no more frames, when in fact there could be.  Is that an example of the differences?
	AmjadS:  Yes.  The feeling is that these are separate mechanisms.  The current draft does not take any space in the current field.  In this sense we are not creating a new bit.
	JM:  So you are using TXOPs?
	AmjadS:  That is exactly what we are trying not to do this time.  The Last bit does NOT indicate the end of the TXOP.  There is a legacy part of the other mechanism: what if they occur at the same time?  You want to indicate that the service period is st
	GregC:  There are some more bits we’re ignoring –
	MatthewS:  But there are other things you could collide with.
	GregC:  Think you might rename this EOSP as “end 
	AmjadS:  Move that the editor be instructed to insert the changes shown in document 03/335r1 -- replacing the Schedule Pending field with the Last field, and Minimum Service Interval is no longer there, and that STAs are awake at the beginning of the ser
	KeithA:  Personally I believe we don’t need the L
	CharlesW:  If this solves the other problem, then this proposal would be sufficient to solve that problem.
	KeithA:  I mainly want to make people aware of this problem.
	ShugongX:  I would suggest that we delay this decision and bring it up again tomorrow when Keith presents.
	JohnF:  Amjad, would you agree to divide the motion to take the one different piece out?
	KeithA:  The problem is that he can’t take that o
	JohnF:  Then I suggest making a decision now, and then tomorrow, if there are any differences, it can be brought up as a reconsideration.
	KeithA:  I’m fine with that.
	SidS:  I’m generally in favor of this, but becaus
	AmjadS:  I’m in favor of that.
	JohnF:  Strawpoll – tomorrow, today or abstain?  
	AmjadS:  I request the chair to allocate a time tomorrow.
	JohnF:  All right; then 1pm tomorrow.

	Comment 380, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  Three comments that we missed yesterday.  Proposed resolution is to decline the comment.
	JohnK:  Comments 93, 1009, 1024 address the same thing.
	SriniK:  Then I move:  Accept the recommended disposition for comment 380 in 03/020r7 as the resolution to the comments 380, 93, 1009 and 1024.
	JohnFuller:  Second.
	SriniK:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, any objection to accepting this motion unanimously?
	JohnF:  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Comment 520, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  Move to accept the recommended disposition for comment 520 in 03/020r7 as the resolution to this comment.
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion unanimously?
	JohnF:  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Comment 1109, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  Move to accept the recommended disposition for comment 1109 in 03/020r7 as the resolution to this comment.
	JavierP:  Second.
	JohnF:  Any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to accepting this motion unanimously?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.


	Closing
	Recess
	JohnF:  We’re out of time; this brings to an end 



	Thursday Morning, May 15, 2003
	Opening
	Call to Order
	JohnF called the meeting  to order at 8:07am.


	Presentation of Papers
	Discussion of papers to be presented
	JohnF:  Thomas will have a paper and a motion after lunch.
	MarkB:  Documents 412r0 is the normative text for that presentation, Document 414r0 is a spreadsheet of the resolutions.
	ThomasK:  Documents 592r0 to 592r3.
	JohnK: Have a paper ready this morning.
	SriniK:  I have three more papers.
	AmjadS:  I am open for other papers.
	KeithA:  Will present before AmjadS.
	MatthewS:  Will be ready after 1:00pm.

	Documents 384r2, 385r1, Surplus Bandwidth Allowance, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  These papers have been on the server since about 1:00pm; the latest version has been on the server since 5:00pm yesterday.  This paper addresses comments 185, 337, 301, 952 and 509.
	JohnK:  TSPEC parameter SBA is a 2 octet field.  Not using application rate, because would be done differently per application.
	JohnK:  Deficiencies in the current draft:
	Response to comment 509 is text change in 7.3.2.15; see Document 385r1.  For response to comment 309, accept that comment and place in the parameters.  Text changes in 7.3.2.15 also resolve comment 509.

	JohnK:  Need minimum amount by which TXOP duration is later.
	JohnK:  Also need later to add informative text.

	Comment 185, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  Motion:  Instruct the task group to decline comment 185 with the resolution {given in Slide 11 of 03/384r2}.
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?
	Garth Hillman \(GarthH\):  Should substitute f�
	JohnK:  Ok.
	SidS:  Should be “To decline comment 185…”
	JohnK:  So final version is:
	Motion:  To decline comment 185 with the resolution {given in Slide 11 of 03/384r2}.

	JohnF:  Any second for the motion?
	SidS:  Second.  Also:  there are two factors that you want to distinguish:  protocol overhead versus OP size.  If you have long frames, extending transmit OP will not be sufficient; then you will just need more transmit OPs.
	JohnK:  I didn’t want to overload the TSPEC.
	SidS:  But you do have corner cases in which you may not be able to handle long frames.
	JohnK:  I would hope that would be handled elsewhere.
	GregC: Is there a way of including a factor that would help the scheduler with surplus bandwidth?
	JohnK:  If the fudge factor is insufficient, then you would do an add TS and modify it.
	GregC:  There is no way now for client to tell the AP how much it has.  Could some of these problems be solved by adding a max retry count?  Then the AP can calculate a desired retry count, and that could replace SBA.  For our proposal that comes up late
	AmjadS:  Amendment:  Add the word “acceptable” ra
	GregC:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this amendment?  Seeing none, this amendment is adopted unanimously.
	JohnF:  So the amended motion is now  the main motion.  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Comment 509, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  As a further response I added text to mention what the leftmost bit means, that it really is an excess time, and that it is a dropped packet rate.
	JohnK:  Motion:  Accept comment 509 with the alternate resolution {given in Slide 12 of 03/384r2}.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, does anyone second this?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Comment 301, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  Motion:  Accept comment 509 with the alternate resolution {given in Slide 12 of 03/384r2}.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, does anyone second this?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	CharlesW:  When can there be less than one?
	JohnK:  When are packets  being dropped?
	CharlesW:  What does the scheduler do then?  Underallocate the bandwidth?
	JohnK:  I suppose it could.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Paragraph 9.10.2, John Kowalski
	JohnF:  Instruct the editor to replace the paragr
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, does anyone second this?
	CharlesW:  That is the wrong paragraph number.
	JohnK:  It is somewhere in 9.10.2.  So will change that to 9.10.2.  So the motion now becomes:
	Instruct the editor to replace the paragraph in 9

	JavierP:  Would like to remove the reference to “
	JohnK:  The key is “receive” rather than “transmi
	JavierP:  Needs to say “to transmit all MSDUs”.
	AmjadS:  How about saying “all retransmissions”?
	JohnK:  Modifying text to “including retries”.
	JohnK:  I just want to normatively provide QoS here.
	JohnF:  I hear no more friendly amendments.  Is there a second?
	Yohshihiro Ohtani:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?
	AmjadS:  If max retry limit is 5, does that mean the allocation should be five times the bandwidth needed?
	CharlesW:  You only retry when needed.  You don’t
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Discussion of further presentations
	JohnF:  Any other presentations?
	RichardL:  I have another.
	JohnF:  Some of the same material that Thomas is going to present?
	RichardL:  I don’t think so.
	JohnF:  To further the activities, I have instruc
	SriniK:  One announcement.  There were motions on CFB and DLP; I would like to make the motions documented in 03/395r0 and 03/396r0 later today.

	Document 03/380, Remaining Clause 11.2 Resolutions, Keith Amann
	KeithA:  The same comment is in comment 106 and t
	KeithA:  Comment 200.  We want to have an alternative resolution to clean up the text.
	KeithA:  Comment 235 is declined because this station is not permitted to be in a power saving mode.
	KeithA:  Comment 361 is accepted and the new text will establish a service period as the starting point of when the servicing occurs.
	KeithA:  The resolution for comment 805 is same as for comment 361.
	KeithA:  The resolutions for comments 1017 and 1037 are the same as for comment 106.
	KeithA:  Comments 108 is declined because the benefits of the mechanism outweigh the cost of implementation.  But this one is red, so we will come back to this one separately.  There are two more red comments that are identical to this one.
	KeithA:  Comment 164 is accepted with a reference.
	SriniK: There is no action response defined.  So you will need to define the action.
	KeithA:  Then we will need to craft the final editorial changes with the editor.
	KeithA:  Motion: to adopt all of the comments in this document.
	JohnF:  Second.
	KeithA:  Is there any discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	KeithA:  Motion: to adopt the comment resolution for comment 108 and the other two identical comments in red in this document.
	JohnF:  Second.
	KeithA:  Is there any discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Announcement of new document 422r0
	SriniK:  The new yellow-comments document is 422r0 and is on the server.  These are from 03/063r6.

	Continuation of Document 03/335r1, Amjad Soomro
	AmjadS:  This is a follow up of the presentation yesterday; we are doing this after the presentation by Keith.
	AmjadS:  Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in document 03/335r1 in the TGe draft.
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?
	MathildeB:  Is there any way to indicate the end of a service period?
	AmjadS:  Can use the More bit at times.  There also are some other proposals for using the More bit, as Keith mentioned yesterday.  I do not know of anything else.
	MathildeB:  Could use a Null frame?
	AmjadS:  No, Null frame indicates the end of the transmission.
	Jie Liang (JieL):  Can use More bit to go into power saving mode?
	AmjadS:  In one case the More bit can indicate that can go into power saving mode.  Can go into sleep mode because service period has ended.  You want to end the service period so that station can do whatever else it needs to do.  The main point is that
	GregC:  I think you’re right, but the current nor
	AmjadS:  I agree that more text needs to be added.  We will need to do that later.
	KeithA:  I have the same concern as Greg.  We need to state exactly the cases where this is to be used.  I support what Amjad has here, but we need to include clarifications.
	AmjadS:  I think we need to include that the normative text does not say why it needs to work that way.
	SidS:  I support this motion; if we want more text, we can come back and add that later.
	GregC:  Let’s just do that before it goes out to 
	JohnK:  Greg just scared me.  We’re going to reci
	CharlesW:  How does that affect the resolutions that we just adopted that Keith just had?
	KeithA:  Amjad has now rewritten the sentence tha
	SriniK:  Ok, so I can make further changes.
	MarkB:  There is no nice summary to say what the station is supposed to do if these two bits are set oppositely.
	GregC:  The situation should be clear that the Last bit overrides the More bit.
	AmjadS:  This is right;  the Last bit indicates that the service period has ended; so both are independent mechanisms.
	JieL:  In your interpretation you only need the Last bit.  The More bit makes no difference to the operation of the station.  Even if the More bit is negative, the STA still has to wake up.
	AmjadS:  The end of service period means that the scheduler knows there is no more to be picked up.  Then the More bit is not going to help in this case, since the More bit is closely tied to qstate.  I think you are tying schedule to power save mode; I
	MarkB:  What other reasons do you need this other than power save?
	AmjadS:  For example, if you have traffic queued up to be delivered, the last TXOP would indicate that this is the end of the service period.  In that case the STA has to wait until the next service period.  So this clarifies the use of the Last bit as i
	MarkB:  So then the Last bit is  for uplink and the More bit for downlink.
	AmjadS:  Yes.
	CharlesW:  The bit should be called “End of Servi
	SriniK:  I agree with Charles, but that is an editorial change I can handle later.
	JohnF:  Any more discussion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	GregC:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any more discussion of this?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Q-Ack Capability Bit, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to empower the editor to request 
	JohnF:  Any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SidS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Any discussion?
	CharlesW:  This bit already is accepted?  Is the purpose of the bit that the client can indicate that it can receive a piggyback ack?
	SriniK:  Yes.  Plus some other uses.
	JohnF:  Is there any more discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	IE Random Data Element, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to delete the Random Data Element from the current draft.
	SriniK:  Don’t know why this bit is in here.
	GregC:  Had something to do with probing.
	SriniK:  The problem now is that the usage of thi
	JohnF:  Is there any more friendly discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	GregC:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	DLP-Probe, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to remove all references to DLP-Probe from the draft.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	GregC:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion of this motion?  Hearing none, the question is called .  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Comment resolutions on 03/395r0, Srini Kandala.
	SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to accept the resolutions to the comments in 03/395r1, the resolutions given in the recommended disposition of the corresponding row as the response of the group.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the chan
	JohnF:  Before I ask for a second, any suggested clarifications?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	JohnK:  Second.
	CharlesW:  So you’re providing alternate resoluti
	SriniK: Can you empower me to do that?
	CharlesW: I don’t know.
	SriniK:  Change the recommended dispositions to include.
	CharlesW:  Motion to amend the motion to r1.
	JohnF:  Is there a second?
	CharlesW:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this amendment?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this amendment?  Hearing none, this motion to amend passes.
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting the amended motion?  Hearing none, the amended motion passes unanimously.

	Document 03/396r0, DLP, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to instruct the editor to accept the resolutions to the comments in 03/396r0, the resolutions given in the recommended disposition of the corresponding row as the response of the group.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate the chan
	JohnF:  Any clarifications necessary?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.

	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting for the morning break at 10:01am.

	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:35am.

	Group ACK -- Comment 342 and Document 03/119r0, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I made this comment and promised to submit a document; this document has been on the server since January.
	SriniK:  Part of the changes are “originator” to �
	RichardL:  Does this text cover buffer size?
	SriniK:  Yes.
	SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 342 by respond
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	MathildeB:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Comment 896, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  This comment on Immediate Acks was accepted in March, but it now is confusing, with respect other changes.  With this change this bit is duplicating one of the two bits in QoS control.
	SriniK:  I move to change the resolution of comme
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Clause 7.1.3.1.10, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to remove all the changes made to 7.1.3.1.10 and restore it to the text in the base standard.  Further instruct the editor to remove all the references to the No Ack subfield (not the no acknowledgement value of the Group Ack police subf
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Review of 03/422r0 and short recess
	JohnF:  Are there any further papers to be presented?  Hearing none, I believe we should review document 03/422r0 until 11:20am when that block motion will be taken up.
	JohnF recessed the meeting (until 11:20) at 10:53am.

	Re-opening
	JohnF re-opened the meeting at 11:15am.

	Comments marked in yellow, document 03/422r0, Srini Kandala
	JohnF:  How many comments in this group?
	SriniK:  20.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion on any of these 20 comments, before we make a block motion on them?
	SriniK:  781 and 436, 185, 195, 376, 888, 983, 88, 416 and 503.
	JohnF:  All right these need to be discussed further.
	JohnK:  Also 427.
	CharlesW:  427 is not in that list – it’s red.
	JohnK:  I move to accept the resolutions to the comments listed in document 03/422 with the exception of the following comments:  781, 436, 195, 370, 88, 888, 983, 416, 185, 1126, 503.
	JohnF:  JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Comment 436, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended change proposed in comment 436 as the resolution to comment 436.
	JohnF:   Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Comment 781, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  The ad-hoc group voted to decline this comment because this behavior is not allowed, so I move to accept the recommended change proposed in comment 781 as the resolution to comment 781.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Comment 774, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended disposit
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	CharlesW:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?
	CharlesW:  Isn’t there a related comment by Matth
	JohnK: I thought so, but couldn’t find it.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Comment 376, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  For 376 the group recommended waiting for a proposal by Mathilde.
	MathildeB:  I move to accept the recommended disposition of comment 376, as documented in 03/422r1, as the resolution to comment 376.
	SidS:  Point of order.  In 03/371r0 I don’t see a
	MathildeB:  I made a new document.
	SidS:  There are no normative text changes marked here.
	MathildeB:  I might have done the procedure in the wrong way.  An earlier document was accepted by the group, with changes.  So that is now 03/371r0.
	SidS:  Yesterday we had a long discussion of having normative text in the right form.
	SriniK:  In the spirit of moving ahead, I suggest that Mathilde and Sid talk about this offline.
	JohnF:  So this motion would not be in order, let�

	Comment 793, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  This is similar to comment 781, by the same commenter.
	SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 793 by respond
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly changes?
	CharlesW:  Point of information:  this isn’t in t
	SriniK:  I mistakenly left it out of the comments listed there.
	AliR:  What’s the point of this?
	SriniK:  The ad-hoc group misread the comment.  {SriniK reviewed clause 9.10.2.3.2 on channel busy indications.}
	CharlesW:  My recollection is that you can’t assu
	SriniK:  There are some differences as to what is happening; no one will randomly send this.
	CharlesW:  Right.
	Partho Mishra (ParthoM):  You are proposing here that if CCA is busy it should not get error recovery?
	SriniK:  What is being proposed is to accept the 
	GregC:  What STA are you talking about?
	SriniK:  An HCF station with polled TXOPs.
	GregC:  It’s clear that is definitely a failure. 
	SriniK:  Agreed.  I was not planning to go into a detailed explanation.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	MatthewS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.


	Closing
	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting at 12:01pm until the afternoon session.



	Thursday Afternoon, May 15, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:10pm.


	Presentation of Papers
	Agenda review
	JohnF:  First we have the presentation by Thomas; also, Matthew has asked for some time.
	JohnF:  There is a disclaimer.  I want to let everyone know that the company that sponsors me is part of the group whose recommendations Thomas is representing in this paper.  If anyone has a comment on that, please make a point of order on the matter.

	Documents 11-02-592r1a, 03/412r0, Proposed Changes, Thomas Kuehnel
	ThomasK:  The proposed changes are adding flags to and reducing the size of the QoS Parameters Element, changes to the TSPEC element, new mapping of 802.1d priorities to ACs, and fixing one to two EDCF bugs.
	MatthewS:  What EDCF bugs?
	GregC:  There is a +1 slot time that shouldn’t be
	ThomasK:  Clause 6.1.1.3, Access Categories.  The proposed change is to preserve AC 1 for best effort and to use AC 2 for Video.
	MatthewS:  Is this the mapping from 802.1d now?
	ThomasK:  I believe so.
	JohnK:  What about user priority 7 – are manageme
	ThomasK:  Yes.
	ThomasK:  About Clause 7.3.2.14 on the QoS Parameter Set element:  it can save a lot of beacon space to put this kind of element in.  The format changes are described in Figures 6 and 7.
	MarkB:  this mainly is a format change, except CWmin/max are now powers of two (stand for exponents).
	MathildeB:  I still would have to put in an admission request?
	MatthewS:  If you are doing any kind of interrupted traffic, if you were to use admission control in the traffic, it would get downgraded.
	MarkB:  If you couldn’t estimate, you’d have to d
	ThomasK:  If we want to have a guarantee for a ma
	MatthewS:  Even if you already have a TSPEC associated with it?
	ThomasK:  Yes.
	ThomasK:  Next change is in Table 20.1.  What used to be category 0 is now category 1.  Everything is now moved down one line and it now uses a very long AIFS for differentiation.
	JavierP:  For 0 then can use a very long frame.
	ThomasK:  You can’t prevent a b station from tran
	MatthewS:  These are default values.
	CharlesW:  But they become fixed in a QIBSS.
	GregC:  But we’re much less worried about what ha
	MatthewS:  Need to reshuffle the bits here; there may be other requests to use that bit.
	SriniK:  4.3 shows the current state.
	GregC:  In 4.3 that definitely is a reserved bit.
	MarkB:  TSPEC element: adding a new field to the end of the element format.  There are new paragraphs being added to 9.10.1.4.
	MatthewS:  Rather than add a bit, should use a TID field rather than a TSID.
	SriniK:  That’s a good idea.
	MarkB:  Agreed.
	GregC:  The change in 9.10.1.5 is related to post-backoff.
	SriniK:  The other change is in bullet b), where aSlotTime is deleted.  This is a small fix from various members.
	MarkB:  There is a new section after 9.10.1.5 basically describing admission control.  Using TSPEC to signal.  Also a scheme is described to rate limit the traffic:  each second a counter is initialized and then is decremented.  This is a way to let a fr
	JohnK:  Are there conditions and a mechanism that
	MarkB:  There is a 9.10.2 comment that was resolved for this.
	JohnK:  Anything similar here?
	SriniK:  The related text in 11.4 covers this.
	GregC:  There is no TGe default activity timer.
	SriniK:  There is an unspecified, and that is zero.
	GregC:  The AP gets to pick one, and that mechanism still applies here.
	MathildeB:  If there is an EDCF station that has a lot of traffic to upload, it may lower the request level, but that may not be efficient.
	MarkB:  The short answer is that there can be int
	MarkB:  The next change is the addition of the table.
	JavierP:  There are problems with DLP here.
	GregC:  DLP provides many problems.  You just have to live with the oddities.
	ThomasK:  You must request only what you really need.
	MarkB:  The purpose of this admission control is not to protect from voice traffic.
	MathildeB:  But it does.
	MarkB:  The main purpose is to protect this traffic from itself.
	MathildeB:  Admission control protects you from too much high priority traffic; EDCF prioritization protects you from other EDCF traffic.
	MatthewS:  My simulations have shown that as long as there is a limit on the high priority traffic, the high priority traffic has no problems with the other traffic.
	ThomasK:  Admission control limits the total number of high priority calls, and the resource management is in units of time.
	AmjadS:  Limiting by AC is a simpler mechanism.
	MathildeB:  But it still has other complications.
	ThomasK:  I couldn’t have said it better.  Would 
	AmjadS:  I believe this should be taken up in Jul
	ThomasK:  This proposal is not to remove it, but to substitute something else.  Strawpoll:  Would you support a motion to incorporate the text described in 03/412r0?
	JohnF:  I count 21 yes: 10 no: 4 abstain.
	MarkB:  Are there any specific comments that would change your No vote to Yes?
	AmjadS:  Split the proposal.
	MarkB:  So in the Summary (02/592r1a) split the top two bullets from the bottom three?
	MatthewS:  Perhaps.
	ShugongX:  Need more time to review, especially to see if conflicts with our implementation.
	MarkB:  I believe the admission control piece is a separable piece.  Also no AP would require you to have a policy on all categories.  I view this as an addition.
	MatthewS:  There is an amount of editorial cleanup needed.
	ShugongX:  Sharp already has an implementation, but from our point of view it is a big change.  In the next meeting we may agree, or, if this change is made, in the next meeting we may need to change again.
	MathildeB:  Please consider the definition of AIFS in the backoff rules.
	JohnF:  To the proposers, please continue solicit
	ThomasK:  Please come to any of us for questions and clarifications.  I realize that the main objection is the lack of time to evaluate adequately.
	AmjadS:  We would also like to sort out the differences of external versus internal collisions.
	MatthewS:  One other suggestion:  make sure all comments have not already had resolutions.  If any, then need to adjust to address those.
	SidS:  The editor is aware of those resolutions, 
	JohnF:  If you have to come back later on a decision, it has to be a reconsideration.
	Gunnar Nietsche: To clarify Amjad’s question:  it
	MarkB:  This is just copied from draft 4.3.
	SriniK:  The text as modified using 020r6 and 020r7 would still be using this same text for d).  I do not know of any conflicts between this proposal and changes that have occurred since Draft 4.3.
	MathildeB:  There should be something in this draft saying some kinds of traffic are exempted.
	GregC:  That’s fine with us.
	SidS:  Is Matthew satisfied with his concerns?
	MatthewS:  Yes.
	JohnK:  After Matthew’s paper I’d like to take a 
	JohnF:  Will schedule that.
	SriniK:  Have placed 433r0 and 435r0 on the server.

	Document 03/415r1/2, Per Stream Schedules, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:   I realize other people want aggregati
	MathildeB:  When is aggregation desirable?
	MatthewS:  One example is power save.
	MathildeB:  Why not just manage per stream schedules for that?
	MatthewS:  Some people believe that aggregate schedules are easier to manage.
	SriniK:  Do you want to use a reserve bit to indicate that this is for a particular TSID?
	MatthewS:  I’d love to do that, but doubt it woul
	Isaac:  There is a polarity problem of bits in Schedule Info field.
	MatthewS:  I will change this here.  So the document will now become r2.
	MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  how many people would support this proposal?
	JohnF:  I count 14:0.
	MatthewS:  I move to adopt the changes identified  in 03/415r2 into the current TGe draft.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Strawpoll on distributed admission control, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  Assuming no parliamentary difficulties, who would favor removal of EDCF distributed admission control.
	JohnF:  I count 27:0:2.
	JohnK:  A motion to reconsider has to be in the same day.
	JohnF:  I thought it was the same session.
	MatthewS:  Looking up RRoO, the rules say one day and the motion was two days ago.
	JohnF:  So we now need a motion to rescind.
	MatthewS:  This requires 2/3 of those present.
	JohnK:  I move to rescind the decision (4.2.3.25 in the minutes) previously made on distributed admission control for EDCF.
	JohnFuller:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is this debatable?
	MatthewS:  Yes it is.
	CharlesW:  Can we review that previous decision now?
	JohnK:  The previous motion we’re referring to fa
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.
	JohnK:  I move to instruct the editor to remove distributed admission control from the draft and all references thereto.
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting for break at 3:00pm.

	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order again at 3:37pm.
	JohnF:  After Srini’s presentation I would like t
	MatthewS:  The key difference between the red and yellow comments is that the red comments have no recommended dispositions.
	JohnF:  So you have to take them one by one.

	Document 03/435r0, , Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to accept the resolutions in 03/435r0 as the responses to the respective LB comments.
	SriniK:  These cover comments 70, 6, 7, 90, 169, 
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	AmjadS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Call for papers and issues
	JohnF:  Are there any other papers available?
	JohnF:  Are there any other issues?
	GregC:  Question about block ack; since  not acked, how long should it be held until you send it again?  There is no coverage for an uplink block ack.  Seems to make it impossible to support an immediate block ack.  Would like to work with anyone else wh
	SriniK:  There is one comment about acking a block ack.
	GregC:  That may be sufficient to justify this check.
	MatthewS:  No ack for a block ack?
	GregC:  No, but that may be all we need.

	Comment resolutions on Clause 9.1, Richard Van Leeuwen
	RichardL:  Have only 5 comments addressed anew, but many have been covered by other groups.  This is from document 03/339r1.
	RichardL:  There are three comments shown in green in this document.  Comment 407 is already covered by another group.  Comment 148 resolution is same as for comment 158.  The comment 149 resolution is same as comment 1257.
	RichardL:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions of the comments 407, 148 and 149 in Document 03/339r1.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	More Clause 7 Comment  Resolution, Document 03/063r6, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  There are sixteen comments here (all marked green in this document):  304, 305, 306, 307, 505, 508, 510, 732, 733, 734, 951, 952, 1051, 1103, 1104 and 905.  {Srini reviewed each.}
	SriniK:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions of the comments marked green in 03/063r6 as the responses to the respective LB comments.
	JohnF:  Are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	MatthewS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, the question is called.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, the motion is passed unanimously.

	Review
	JohnF:  Between Srini and Matthew we currently are trying to make a count of how many comments have been resolved so far.
	MarkB:  The main feedback from the people who voted negatively is that they need more time, so any update on our proposal is unlikely.
	GregC:  However they are working on that now, so there is a chance.
	AmjadS:  What is the process from now on about red comments?
	JohnF:  If anybody has any proposals on the red c
	MatthewS:  But if we have no proposed solutions, we are going to have to discuss them someday.
	JohnFuller:  If there are no proposed solutions, we can reject them.
	JohnF:  And then we have to find if there are any advocates for a position on them.
	SriniK:  For everyone’s information, the document

	Recess
	JohnF:  Are there any objections to a short recess, until 5:00pm, to see how far the discussion group gets on the proposal and whether anyone can review the red comments?  Hearing none, we are in recess.
	JohnF recessed the meeting for a short break at 4:20pm.

	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 5:00pm.
	JohnF: Does anyone want to move on with the red comments?
	MathildeB:  I’d like to make a presentation.

	Documents 306r0 and 107r2, Enhanced APSD, Mathilde Benveniste
	MathildeB:  The normative text is in 107r2.  My coauthor is Keith Amann;  this is a modification of an earlier proposal we wrote with Bob Meier.  This addresses the comments 164, 201, 203, 204, 371, 391, 0906, and 1073.
	MathildeB:  The objective is an enhanced APSD power saving mechanism that can be used efficiently both while a STA is in standby and when actively transmitting or receiving.  Currently a power saving STA designates wakeup times at a fixed beacon spacing
	MathildeB:  The proposed enhancement is to add the options:
	STA specifies in TSPEC the wakeup period and start time (which staggers the calls).
	AP either accepts and modifies the wakeup schedule or denies the request.
	Works both polled and contention modes.

	MathildeB:  This proposal works both for better power consumption and reduced delay and jitter.  The schedule element needed has already been voted in through another proposal today.
	MathildeB:  I move to adopt the normative text in doc 03/107r2, except those in 7.3.2.19 and 11.2.1.10 (because they have been adopted already).  Any questions?
	RichardL:  What about removing {??} .  That would make one mechanism rather than two.
	KeithA:  We’ve been avoiding touching that and ha
	MathildeB:  Also for standby you want to be on the beacon.
	CharlesW:  The APSD bit is there to tighten the s
	KeithA:  The text in 11.2 talks about waiting until getting its first beacon.
	AmjadS:  What really matters to the client is to be awake at different times, but does it really matter when the client requests to startup?
	MathildeB:  The start time is there because the STA might not be ready to receive on this.
	SriniK:  The idea is that there might be some time before the application is ready to start.
	MatthewS:  From an application point of view we can minimize the delay and jitter on voice frames.
	AmjadS:  How does the app know about the set time?
	KeithA:  The TSPEC goes all the way up through the MLME interface.
	JohnK:  In 107r2, how do you go from power save mode to awake mode?
	KeithA:  That’s in 802.11-1999.
	ParthoM:  Does it also require an AP to respond to polls?
	JavierP:  What about the modification of the APSD element?
	MathildeB:  This is r2 of the document.
	JohnF:  Strawpoll:  How many would favor this proposal?  I see more than 75% in favor.  Are there any friendly amendments?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	KeithA:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?
	MatthewS:  Call the question.
	JohnF:  This motion is technical and it passes with a vote of 19:6:7


	Closing
	Recess
	JohnF recessed the meeting at 5:31pm.



	Thursday Evening, May 15, 2003
	Opening
	Call to order
	JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:07pm.

	Agenda review
	JohnF:  This is the concluding meeting of this session.  What we have left is old business, new business and whether we are going to have a new draft.  I doubt we are going to have any discussion of recirculation.  But we will discuss any activities betw
	JohnF:  Old Business.  Are there any topics on Ol
	JohnK:  I need a half an hour to delete from the 
	JohnF:  Is that relevant to a motion?
	JohnK:  Yes.  I want to present a motion for about 30 comments.
	JohnF:  Anything else under Old Business?
	SriniK:  I’m writing resolutions for two red comm
	JohnF:  Can you show us where we are before we begin the technical work?
	SriniK:  I can give a clue of where we are.
	JohnF:  As long as you can tell us how many we’ve
	JohnF:  We have had several teleconferences and they were quite successful.  The teleconferences went through 80 comments.  Of course the face-to-face meeting covered another 120.  Are there any comments on teleconferences?  Or, besides teleconferences a
	SriniK:  I think they are quite useful.
	JohnF:  Anyone against teleconferences?
	JohnF:  I see no one against.  Anyone for an ad-hoc?
	SriniK:  I believe it would be a good idea.
	JohnF:  Anyone want to speak against an ad-hoc?  
	SriniK:  Earlier we had 470 comments left, and no
	JohnF:  So it seems that the rate is about 125 per session.  So we will have to go at least to September for a recirculation ballot.  We really need someone to take on a bunch of comments.
	RolfV:  A lot of the people who are in the teleconferences were not in the room.
	MatthewS:  You can add Amjad, Javier and me to the list.
	JohnF:  Srini, are there comments we haven’t look
	SriniK:  At least over 100 of them, probably the majority of what is left.
	JohnF:  Since I have no individual who volunteers
	MathildeB:  I think we have picked off the easy comments.  Whatever remains now will be too hard for a small group to do.  A small ad-hoc would not be worthwhile.
	MatthewS:  What ones haven’t we looked at?
	SriniK:  At least ones on 7.4 and 7.5 in Frame Formats.
	MatthewS:  Other than clause 9, I doubt there is much controversial there.  So an ad-hoc could make progress.
	JohnF:  Is there anyone who would volunteer to be the host?
	SidS:  If Keith doesn’t want to do it, I could go
	MathildeB:  I will find Keith to see if he is still interested.
	KeithA:  I believe that I could probably host, but need to confirm.  How many people?
	JohnF:  Colorado it is, then.  If there are changes we will have to figure that out later.  There will be about 9 people there, including you and me.
	JohnF:  Let’s start with the teleconferences.  Th
	SidS:  But we have standing orders to have teleconferences until we go to sponsor ballot.
	JohnF:  Good.  Let’s keep the same time.  Srini w
	JohnF:  Now about the ad-hoc meeting.
	SriniK:  Start Monday.
	JohnF:  Ok:
	June 23 starting at 2pm through June 26, ending at 4pm.
	Location: Boulder, Colorado
	Host:  SpectraLink.

	JohnK:  Is there a motion on this?
	SriniK:  I so move.
	JohnK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously.
	JohnF:  Are there any other new business items?  Hearing none, then John may present.


	Presentation of Papers
	Removal of Distributed Admission Control, John Kowalski
	JohnK:  This is the resolution that goes with the
	JohnK:  I move to accept the recommended dispositions for document 03/437r2 as resolutions to the comments referenced therein, with the exception of comments 869 and 883.
	JohnF:  Are there any clarification questions?
	MarkB:  What about the first in the list?
	JohnF:  That would be solved by this.
	CharlesW:  What did we vote on earlier?
	JohnK:  We voted to remove distributed admissions control, but this is the document that really does it.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
	SriniK:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.

	Comment 452, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  So we still have about 290 comments left
	SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 452 with the r
	JohnF:  Do I have a second?
	SidS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.

	Comment 2, Srini Kandala
	SriniK:  I move to resolve comment 2 with the rec
	JohnF:  Is there any friendly discussion?  Hearing none, do I have a second?
	MatthewS:  Second.
	JohnF:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.


	Discussion of Red Comments
	Discussion of comment 666, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	SriniK:  I speak against it.  I believe the point is that we have 8 priorities, so what do you map legacy to?  We need to do a lot more than what the requester is suggesting.
	MatthewS:  I think we can make an alternate resolution.
	JohnFuller:  I think we should decline the comment.  It is beyond the PAR.
	JohnK:  We should decline the comment.  It is beyond the PAR.
	SriniK:  We really need to provide a mapping.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 1:7:12.

	Discussion of comment 923, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	JohnK:  I can’t figure out what he’s saying, so I�
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  It fails 0:7:10.

	Discussion of comment 402, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	JohnK:  TIDs 8-15 are for QoS; how get that in a non-QoS BSS?
	MatthewS:  This is an odd situation.  It should be polled data, so the proposal is to do something with it.  This is just an error condition.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 3:11:8.

	Discussion of comment 476, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  This is on subclause 7.3.4.1.  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	JohnK:  Comment 927, below it, suggests the opposite; so whatever we vote on this should have the opposite effect on 927.
	JohnFuller:  No, you can decline both.
	SriniK:  I tried to bring this up in March and it failed, so I believe we should decline this comment also.
	SidS:  We don’t need one per TID, but just one pe
	MatthewS:  How do people feel about that?
	SriniK:  I believe that one sequence counter per TID per station is not that complicated.
	AliR: I agree with Srini.
	MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  how many people would supp
	AmjadS:  If this motion passes, would there be changes in the draft?
	MatthewS:  Yes, it would require changes.
	JavierP:  It seems the comment is recommending on
	SriniK:  No; I am proposing no change to the draft.
	JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 0:12:5.

	Discussion of comment 927, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change in this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	SriniK:  My comments on this are already in the minutes.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 3:11:8.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  It fails with a vote of 0:15:7.

	Discussion of comment 253, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment with the recommendation to see Comment 166.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to this motion?  Seeing none, this motion passes unanimously.

	Discussion of comment 427, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	AliR:  I support this; this will help enable the scheduler.
	JohnK:  I support this.
	SriniK:  I believe you need two capability bits.
	MatthewS:  The extended capability bits have been removed.  You can bring it back, but it is gone now.
	JohnFuller:  Does this make it an option for the HC?
	AliR:  Yes.
	BobbyJ:  I believe you should pick time.
	SidS:  An alternate resolution would be to stick it in the Info Elements rather than the capability bits.
	MatthewS:  Which Info Element?
	SidS:  I move to amend this to: “Instruct the edi
	SriniK:  Friendly amendment:  add “also move the 
	MatthewS:  Second.
	MatthewS:  All in favor of this amendment?
	JohnF:  The motion to amend passes unanimously:  14:0:11.
	JohnFuller:  I am concerned with the HCs
	MatthewS:  All in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  I count 10:1:11 , so the motion passes.

	Discussion of comment 856, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	SriniK:  I believe you already can do this.
	KeithA:  How can you?  There’s no way through MLM
	SriniK:  Ok.  Maybe we can work on it.
	MatthewS:  If we decline the comment, it might be solved by another proposal.
	GregC:  We could make an alternate recommendation.
	SriniK:  It is not in the list of that recommendation.
	MatthewS:  So we’ll put this one on hold.

	Discussion of comment 291, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the comment.  (Since the bit has been deleted already.)
	CharlesW:  Friendly amendment:  Add “The bit has 
	MatthewS:  OK.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.

	Discussion of comment 1092, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to include the alternate resolu
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.

	Discussion of comment 180, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I don’t know how to interpret this wit
	GregC:  If the group adopts this, the client STA should indicate to the AP whether it can process this bit.
	SriniK:  I agree with that.
	MatthewS:  Strawpoll:  would anyone vote against that?  I see no one.
	MatthewS:  I move to use the Recommended Disposit
	JohnFuller:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Is there any objection to accept the motion?  I see no objection, so the motion passes unanimously.

	Discussion of comment 84, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  I see no reason to add a TID to any of these frames.
	MatthewS:  Is there any discussion?
	GregC:  I believe we should dismiss this because it is no longer relevant.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Who is in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  I count  0:15:5.  This motion fails.

	Discussion of comment 52, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	SriniK:  I believe the comment seeks a different encoding of the bitmap.  It may be slightly more efficient, but it is too late to make such changes.
	AmjadS:  The advantages are not significant enough to warrant the change.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Who is in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  I count  0:17:6.  This motion fails.

	Discussion of comment 486, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	SriniK:  I believe the “Set Count” field provides
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Who is in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  I count  7:1:12.  This motion passes.

	Discussion of comment 547, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Sid, please ask Jin-Meng to separate his comments in the future.  This really is four separate comments.
	SidS:  Can we defer this because its too long?
	MatthewS:  Let’s just make it white instead of re
	JohnF:  You don’t need a motion to do that.
	MatthewS:  Done.

	Discussion of changes from Schedule Pending Bit, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  Now that the schedule pending bit is gone, we need to take up comments 107, 1018, 1038 again.
	MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for co
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for co
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	MatthewS:  I move to change the resolution for co
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.

	Discussion of comment 1124, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to resolve this comment with th
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Are there any objections to adopting this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is adopted unanimously.
	BobbyJ:  What document is in that alternate resolution?
	MatthewS:  03/330r1.

	Discussion of comment 911, Matthew Sherman
	MatthewS:  I move to accept the Recommended Change for this comment.
	SriniK:  Second, for the purposes of discussion.
	JohnK:  It is unclear what he means by “highest p
	GregC: There is a problem here; if the other HC i
	SidS:  I believe he is saying two separate things:  there is an optional backoff; and you should not rely on AIFS of zero.
	MatthewS:  Is there any further discussion?  Hearing none, I am going to call the question.  Who is in favor of this motion?
	JohnF:  I count  0:19:3.  This motion fails.

	Ad-hoc meeting, Keith Amann
	KeithA:  I have not received confirmation about the ad-hoc meeting.  {Will update everyone on the reflector.}


	Closing
	Session close
	JohnF:  The time is up, so this session is over.  Hearing no objection, this session is closed.
	The session closed at 9:33pm.
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