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The meeting is called to order by Harry Worstell, acting TGe chair, at 2:00PM

Secretary Tim Godfrey

The agenda is comment resolution.

Depending on the results, we will generate a new draft, and if appropriate (based on time and progress), vote to conduct a recirculation ballot.

The results of this meeting will be re-affirmed at the March plenary meeting in the first session of TGe.

Srini Kandala, TGe Editor, reviews the comments on LB65 in document “11-04-0181-00-000e-letter-ballot-65-comments.xls”.

Comment status – 150 comments, 16 commentors, 104 technical comments part of No vote. We will discuss the new comments first. 

Comment 89

“When a QSTA is associated to QBSS, it should act as a non-QoS STA. In that situation, how should the STA take IFS? Following the Std. 802.11, 1999 edition, it will be DIFS (=SIFS+2*SLOT), but for a QSTA following P802.11e D7.0, AIFS[AC_BE] (=SIFS+3*SLOT) should be the proper one.”

This comment was previously seen as number 328 on Draft 6.0 (document 03/1001r6 . The comment references a different clause. The comment was rejected in previous letter ballots. 

Disposition: Declined – it is not clear why the QSTA should be disadvantaged in a BSS with respect to other stations.

Unanimously accepted.

Comment 90

“The value for Duration/ID field is defined for QoS CF-Poll frame with TXOPLimit=0. However, QSTA should be able to transmit an MPDU even if that MPDU and/or the associated ACK frame exceed the duration set by the QoS CF-Poll frame.”

Resolution – Comment Declined 

Unanimous consent

Comment 92

"The last part of the resolution in LB59 for my comment (no.249) was not applied completely and I pointed it out in LB63. However, the comment was declined in the resolution of LB63 which said ""We believe is already reflected in table 20.21 through the creation of Rq."" But it is *not* . How about for (Data+)CF-Ack in QoS CFP? It is yet set only to T and R for QSTA and QAP. Rda and Rq should be added in CFP QSTA case and Tda and Tq should be added in CFP QAP case when the frame is (Data)+CF-Ack. 

The following was accepted in LB59: Data(+CF-Poll)+CF-Ack frame to a different STA must not be sent to QSTAs which are not capable with Q-Ack. 

The comment no.249 in LB59 was as follows: 

""The description of Q-Ack in 9.1.3.2 is not limited to QoS data but in Annex D, dot11QAckOptionImplemented limits to QoS data. There is no difference in capability of recognizing +CF-Ack whether it is QoS or not."" 

And the recommended change was: 

""Delete the word QoS from the description of dot11QAckOptionImplemented. 

Also change the usage descriptions for (Data+)CF-Ack of QoS CFP in Table 20.19 (provided in clause 7.5, which is now Table 20.21 in D7.0) to use Rda and Tda. ""

And the resolution for that was:

""alternate resolution.  The first part of the recommended change is resolved by comment 272. For the second part of the recommended change, create a new designation which indicates that a receiver accepts only the CF-Ack portion of the frame and apply it to all of the *non-QoS +CF-Ack* frames for QoS CFP except for CF-End+CF-Ack."""

Accepted – unanimous consent

Harry Worstell takes over as Secretary

Comment 92: (7.5) Same comment from last letter ballot and comment was declined.  All management  and control frames are treated the same way in the architecture. 

Comment 95 : (9.9.1.4) Comment out of order due to it not being on the text in the draft and not commented on before if previous letter ballots.

Comment 98 :  Comment accepted.

Comment 99: comment accepted and is same as comment 98

Comment 101: comment accepted

Comment 103:  Comment accepted also resolves comment 24

Comment 104: Comment accepted

Comment 108: Comment accepted instruct editor to incorporate

Comment 109: Comment rejected from last letter ballot (63) resolutions(11-03-1001R6) number  346

Comment 110: comment declined see 0181 for details

Mathilde Benveniste’s comments

Tim Godfrey resumes as Secretary

Comment 1

“The EDCA backoff rules in the current TGe draft are different from those in the existing 802.11-1999 standard.  In addition to the confusion this causes, there is no advantage to the new specification, while the disadvantage is serious.  The disadvantage relates to the ultimate loss of effectiveness of the QoS 802.11e standard. Because of the inferior performance that the new specification causes for 802.11e-compliant stations, as compared to the 802.11-1999-compliant stations when transmitting best-effort traffic, the existing 802.11-1999 standard will have a perceived marketable advantage and, therefore, its retirement could be postponed.  The presence of legacy stations limits the QoS differentiation attainable by the AIFS differentiation proposed in the 802.11e MAC protocol. “

Discussion

If this is adopted it would cause existing Yes voters to change to No. The current specification is being implemented and is working. 

At least 20 members would change their vote to No and we would drop to below 75%. 

This is a controversial issue – the bigger group has rejected it before. The mechanism in the draft was properly voted into the draft with 75%.

Straw Poll

Who would accept this comment? 2 for, 4 against.

Discussion

This can be re-addressed at the sponsor ballot stage.

Move to accept the comment (Srini K / Jennifer Bray)  

Discussion

This motion has only been discussed and voted on when the proposal was adopted. There has not been a follow-up motion to demonstrate continued support. Adopting this prevents an 11e station from being at a disadvantage to legacy stations. 

The existing section as written is poorly written and contradictory.

The question is called

Vote:   Motion fails: 2 for, 3 against, 0 abstain

Comment disposition: 

There is no motion for a resolution – leave unresolved.

Comment 4

“The QoS enhancement of the DCF protocol has been known as 'EDCF' for most of the time TGe has been working on this topic.  More importantly, EDCF was the name used in all papers written on this subject, including the TGe technical documents posted on the IEEE 802.11 server, which (documents) describe the mechanism, its performance, and rationale for its specification.  The recent change of the name to 'EDCA'  deprives the reader of the 802.11e standard of the link to this technical information.  While the loss caused by the name change is clear, it is questionable whether there was much gained from the name change.”

Discussion

This change was made in response to a comment in LB51. The question is what is a coordination function – and the architecture. HCF is the function, with two access mechanisms. There are not multiple coordination functions.

This comment is not technical. The chair rules it is editorial. 

Does anyone object? Mathilde 

Vote to uphold the ruling of the chair 4 in favor of the chair, 1 against, 

The chairs ruling carries. The comment is editorial.

Motion to decline the comment (Srini / Amjad) 

Question is called.

Vote on the motion: In favor 3, 1 against, 1 abstain.

The comment is declined.

Comment 69 

“This clause provides contradictory information on the use of the aggregate bit with APSD.  When APSD subfield is introduced, the clause says "When the APSD subfield is set to 1, the aggregation is also set to 1."  When the aggregation subfield is introduced, the clause says "It [the Aggregation subfield] is set to 1 by a non-AP QSTA to indicate that an aggregate schedule is required".  However, only the schedule subfield indicates whether a schedule is required, and if a schedule is not required for an APSD STA then there is no reason for the QAP to indicate an aggregate schedule is required.  Further, it would be more clear to indicate limits on the behavior of the QAP in clause 11.2 or clause 9.”

Discussion

The definition of the aggregation bit says setting it requests an aggregated schedule. When APSD is 1, it could be scheduled or unscheduled. In the latter, there is no schedule, so aggregation makes no sense.

The information in table 20.6 shows how it should work. 

Is this comment on red-line text, or an issue that is carried over? (the exception is something that is editorial).

The chair notes that this comment could be changed to editorial. We will contact the commenter and see if they will change it to editorial.

We will request the change, and re-address this tomorrow.

Comment 72

“The sentence in bullet g) reading "The More Data bit of the directed data or management frame shall be set to 1 to indicate the presence of more frames that are destined for that non-AP QSTA" is too restrictive.  The word shall should be replaced with may to allow the AP flexibility to intelligently determine if and when to notify a non-AP QSTA that data is pending.  For example, there may be cases where the AP may choose to limit the number of stations eligible at a certain time to send PS-Poll frames and reduce the possibility of collisions on the channel, or there may be cases where it would be preferable for APSD stations to wait for the AP to delivery frames during next regularly occurring service period.  In these cases, the QAP should have the flexibility to set the More Data bit of a frame to 0.”

Discussion

This is not based on a change to the last ballot. It is technical and out of order at this point. 

Comment declined

Comment 74

“The sentence in bullet g) reading "If necessary the QAP may generate an extra QoS Null frame, with the more data subfield set to 0 and the EOSP set to 1" is overly restrictive.  It is unnecessary to place an arbitrary restriction on the value of the more data bit, as there may be multiple reasons for issuing an extra QoS null frame with its EOSP bit set to 1.”

Comment is out of order, as is not based on changes from D6.0 to D7.0.  

Could be editorial – no normative change is requested. We will request commentor to re-classify as editorial.

Comment 75

“The sentence in bullet I) beginning with the text "If the QAP does not receive an acknowledgement to a directed MPDU or management frame sent with the More Data sub-field set to 0 or the EOSP set to 1, …" places an unnecessary restriction on the frames eligible for special retransmission behavior.  Also, it requires a retransmission even if time does not permit.  “

Discussion

Is this editorial? No – there is a “shall” that would be removed.

Comment 76

“The sentence in bullet c) reading "At every beacon interval, the APSD-capable QAP shall assemble the partial virtual bitmap containing the buffer status per destination for non-AP QSTAs using APSD, and shall send this out in the TIM field of the beacon" unnecessarily restricts how the bitmap is constructed.  In particular, the text "using APSD" introduces some confusion about the normative behavior of the AP-capable QAP towards non-AP power saving QSTAs not using APSD.”

Discussion

The definition of a STA and QSTA are clear. QSTA is a superset of STA.

Comment Declined – This is not a comment on changes from D6 to D7. Furthermore, the sentence in question applies to all STAs including QSTAa. The recommended change is not correct.

The 802.11 WG chair informs the group that it can only address comments on changes that were red-lined in the current draft, regardless of whether they are editorial or technical.

Returning to comment 69, 72, 74, 75, and 76

All these Comment are declined due to not being on changes from D6 to D7.

Comment 2

“In the presence of stations compliant with the 802.11-1999 standard, differentiation among EDCA classes is limited, as at least the top two, out of four, ACs must share the same AIFS.   A capability for additional differentiation is needed.  “

Discussion

This is a carryover from the previous LB. 

Commenter feels this should be easy to implement. 

Previously rejected as too complex, with questionable benefits.

Would the resolution be more acceptable if it was reduced by 2 or do nothing in case B? 

Motion to accept the comment: (Srini / Mathilde)

Vote: Motion fails,   1 : 1 : 3.

Comment 3

“The language in subclause (g) seems different for scheduled and unscheduled APSD.  Specifically, the text reads: "At each scheduled APSD SP for a non-AP QSTA, the APSD-capable QAP shall attempt to transmit frames.... At each unscheduled SP for a non-AP QSTA, the QAP shall transmit frames..."   This suggests that the AP may not transmit any frames at all in the case of scheduled APSD, while, in the case of unscheduled APSD, a stronger requirements is placed on the AP for the transmission of buffered frames.”

Discussion

This is editorial. 

This is a new comment, based on changes in the last draft.

Alternate Resolution: instruct the editor to indicate that the AP shall attempt to transmit at least one MPDU in both cases. 

Move to accept the alternate resolution (Srini / Mathilde) 

Question called.

Vote on the motion:  Unanimous approval

Comment 131

“"The comment resolution to comment# 75 in LB63 says ""Alternate Resolution. Instruct the editor to update clause 9 to allow for the usage of QoS+CF-Ack in EDCA"". 

The change was not incorporated into Draft 7.0"”

Discussion

This comment is regarding a possible resolution not incorporate

Allowing this give an uncertainty with respect to the type of ACK expected. 

The resolution was passed but not incorporated. With this information, the editor can put the resolution in. 

There is now an alternate way of fixing the original comment, but it is contrary to the original commenters intent.

Suggest a restriction that this is only done at the end of a TXOP.

At this stage – is it appropriate to take such latitude as the editor? 

Comment Accepted. Instruct the editor to indicate that the QoS Data+CF-ack can be used in response to a QoS Data frame from a non-AP QSTA if the DurationID field in the QoS Data frame from the non-AP QSTA covers no more than one ACK frame.

Accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 25

"Comment 76 of letter ballot 63 noted that 9.9.2.3 allows Piggyback frames ""only in CFP within TXOPs initiated by the HC"", contradicting 11.2.1.5 which specifies usage of a QoS+CF-Ack in a CP (not a CFP), and in a TXOP not initiated by a QAP.

The alternate resolution was ""Instruct the editor to update clause 9 to allow for the usage of QoS+CF-Ack in EDCA."" 9.2.2.3 appears not to have been updated yet and still contains the text ""Piggybacked frames are allowed only in CFP or within TXOPs initiated by the HC.""

The original recommendation should be followed because the duration of a frame in an EDCA TXOP carrying a piggybacked ACK would be unpredictable. (Note: it would be OK to use a piggypacked ACK in the final EDCA TXOP transmission, however we should specify that a piggybacked ACK shall not be used for non-final EDCA TXOP transmissions. Allow only in final transmissions is overly complex, so I propose disallowing it altogether)"

Alternate resolution – resolved by resolution to comment 131

Unanimous consent

Recess at 6:15PM

Wednesday, February 18, 2004

The meeting is called to order at 9:00AM by Harry Worstell.

Continuing with comment resolution

Comment 132

“"The draft says ""A QAP implementing APSD shall, if a non-AP QSTA is using APSD and is in power-save mode, temporarily buffer the MSDU or management frames destined to that non-AP QSTA.""

This statement is only partially correct. Shouldn't the QAP buffer MSDU or management frames destined to a non-AP QSTA if the non-AP QSTA is NOT using APSD but is in legacy power-save mode?"”

Comment declined – the comment is out of order (not on changes from D6 to D7). Furthermore the immediately previous sentence to the referred text covers the case the commenter is referring to.

Unanimously accepted

Comment 133

“"Bullet a) says ""MSDUs, or management frames destined for PS STAs, shall be temporarily buffered in the AP. MSDUs, or management frames, destined for APSD QSTAs shall be temporarily buffered in the APSD-capable QAP"".

What are these sentences really trying to tell? Why shouldn't QAP buffer frames for non-AP QSTA that do not have a TSPEC with APSD set to 1?"”

Comment declined – the comment is out of order (not on changes from D6 to D7). Furthermore the immediately previous sentence to the referred text covers the case the commenter is referring to.

Unanimously accepted

Comment 134

“"Bullet c) says ""If a non-AP QSTA set up a scheduled SP, then the QSTA automatically wakes up at each SP.""

This sentence seems to imply a non-AP QSTA using scheduled SP has to wake up at each SP. Why not make it explicit?"”

Comment Accepted – unanimous consent.

Comment 135

“"Right under table 20.4, it says ""The Aggregation subfield is 1 bit in length. When the access policy is set to EDCA and the APSD subfield is set to 0, then the aggregation subfield is reserved. It is set to 1 by a non-AP QSTA to indicate that an aggregate schedule is required.  It is set to 1 by the QAP if an aggregate schedule is being provided to the non-AP QSTA.  It is set to 0 otherwise.""

This statement didn't cover the whole spectrum of Aggregation bit usage. More over, Aggregation in the sense of providing an aggregated scheduled doesn't make sense when using unscheduled SP. Further clarification is needed."”

Comment accepted – unanimous.

Comment 136

“"Bullet k) says ""Whenever a QAP is informed that an APSD capable non-AP QSTA changes its power-save mode to not be APSD mode, then the QAP shall send buffered MSDUs and management frames (if any exist) to that non-AP QSTA according to the rules corresponding to the current power-save mode of the non-AP QSTA.""

This statement is inaccurate. APSD is not a power-save mode, it is rather a deliver mechanism. Rewrite the sentence."”

Discussion – this is editorial – Commenter consents to change to editorial.

Comment accepted – unanimous

Comment 139

“The sentence "Once DLP is set up with another QSTA, the QSTA suspends the power save mode and shall always be awake. " on line 5, says that the "QSTA suspends the power save mode and shall always be awake" is not clear what the intent is. Should the QSTA transition to active mode? or remain in power save mode but in the awake state? If it is the former, then the text should read something to the effect "QSTA signals the AP that it is in the active mode and stay awake", if it is latter, then it should read something to the effect "QSTA shall always be awake".”

Discussion 

Are there three modes – PS, awake, and active?

Comment declined – not in order, not on changes from D6 to D7

Comment 140

“Item h on lines 45-50 states "If the QAP does not receive an acknowledgement to a directed MPDU or management frame sent to a STA in power-save mode following receipt of a PS Poll from that STA, it may retransmit the frame fewer times than the Max Retry Limit before the next TIM, but it shall retransmit that frame at least once before the next TIM, time permitting – subject to its appropriate lifetime limit.  If an Ack to the retransmission is not received, it may wait until the next TIM to further retransmit that frame subject to its appropriate lifetime." This allows a frame to be retransmitted fewer times than Max Retry Limit, but no limit less than Max Retry Limit is provided. This can be done using a MIB variable.”

Discussion: This is a valid comment. 

Defer until after processing 141

Comment 141

“Item i on lines 1-6 state "If the QAP does not receive an acknowledgement to a directed MPDU or management frame sent with the More Data sub-field set to 0 or the EOSP set to 1, it shall retransmit that frame at least once within the same service period – subject to applicable retry or lifetime limit. The number of retransmissions within the same service period may be fewer than the retry limit. If an Ack to the retransmission of this last frame in the same service period is not received, it may wait until the next service period to further retransmit that frame subject to its applicable retry or lifetime limit." The text is not clear about which retry limit is meant, which was done for Item h in this same section.”

This comment is in order. It is formalizing the term “fewer” with a new MIB value

Comment accepted with unanimous consent

Returning to comment 140 

The Secretary moves to Harry Worstell

Comment 142: Declined - out of order

Comment 143: Declined - out of order

Comment 144: Declined - out of order

Comment 111: Repeat of comment 293. Declined This element is not

exclusive for roaming purposes

Comment 112: Repeat 294 - Declined This element is not

exclusive for roaming purposes

Comment 113: Repeat of 295 – Declined Same resolution as last letter ballot - The information may be provided to a potentially associating QSTA. How the QSTA uses this information to make a decision is dependent on the implementation.

Comment 115: Repeat of 307 – Declined Same resolution as last letter ballot -While signaling is needed for a setup, a QSTA may decide which channel to associate with depending on the support of this capability.

Comment 116: Repeat of 308 Declined Same resolution as last letter ballot - While signaling is needed for a setup, a QSTA may decide which channel to associate with depending on the support of this capability.

Comment 117: Comment is on New text –Accepted with alternate resolution - Alternate resolution Wording clarified 

Comment 119 Comment is on New text – Declined – It is required for support of APSD to ensure that the AP can handle the required buffering.

Comment 121 Comment is on New text – Declined –DELTS does not have AC and can not be used for reassociation but to delete a particular TS.

The Secretary moves to Tim Godfrey

Comment 122

“DELTS shall not be used for renegotiation”

Discussion

The AP should be able to delete the medium time for the particular stream being deleted. The renegotiation is already there in 11.4.4. 

Comment declined: This is re-stating what is already there in 11.4.4. 

Comment 52

“The use of 'Surplus Bandwidth Allowance' should not be made mandatory in EDCA.”

Alternate Resolution: Instruct the editor to  indicate that when specified, SBA is greater than 0. Further indicate that a value of 1 indicates that no additional bandwidth is requested. 

Accepted, unanimous consent

Comment 53

“Applications such as video are quite tolerant to frame loss conditions and yet an HC may drop an admitted stream due to frame loss condtions. In order to ensure interoperability and better expression of traffic stream requirements, acceptable frame loss rate for the traffic stream needs to be communicated between HC and a QSTA.”

Discussion

Repeate comment resolution from comment 131 from previous LB

Comment declined – unanimous consent.

Comment 29

“"""The QAP shall not initiate unscheduled SP when it

receives admitted traffic with APSD set to 0"".  

This statement seems too broad.  What if the STA is not a power-saver at all?"”

Comment declined – The statement clearly describes the conditions that it applies.

Unanimous consent.

Comment 150

Identical to previous

Same resolution as 29

Unanimous consent

Comment 39

“"p.124, l.30.

Text says:

""An unscheduled SP begins when the QAP receives any “trigger” frame, which is a QoS Data or Null frame associated with an admitted uplink or bidirectional TSPEC having its APSD subfield set to 1 and the schedule subfield set to 0 from the non-AP QSTA.""

However, I think that having APSD setup for uplink does not make any sense. I think the intention is that the trigger frame is a QoS Data or Null frame with TID that is associated with an admitted downlink or bidirectional TSPEC with APSD = 1 and schedule = 0."”

This is a valid comment on changes to the draft

Discussion

It should be an admitted downlink.  Can the situation where independent uplink and downlink TSPECs be supported? It is easier if bi-directional links are used. But some people don’t want to limit APSD unscheduled SP to bi-directional links. There is no concept of APSD for uplink. 

Comment withdrawn by commentor.

Comment 124

“The text is unclear,”

Discussion

The comment does not warrant the change requested. The recommended change is more than a clarification. It appears to remove the scheduled service period. 

The comment is out of order – scheduled service period was not added in this draft.

Comment Declined. 

Unanimous Consent

Comment 125

“the additions to clause e) are confusing as a non- AP QSTA shall never expect a QoS + CF ACK from its QAP duing a CP.”

Alternate resolution – same resolution as comment 131 (addition of text into clause 9 allowing +CF-ack in EDCA).  

Unanimous consent

Comment 54

Repeat of comment 89, but requested resolution is different.

Comment Declined – It is not clear how the suggested change will fix the problem.

Unanimous consent

Comment 57

“Does the rule, "when transmitting frames using acknowledgement mechanisms other than immediate ACK, a protective mechanism should be used (such as RTS/CTS or the protection mechanism described in 9.13)," applied to broadcast / multicast and QoSLocalMulticast frame(s) ? It is not clear how to use protection mechanism in such cases.  Suppose that the RTS / CTS is used for the EDCA TXOP initiation, what is the RA of RTS. If it is a group address, which terminal will respond by CTS ? Some observations : (1) If QAP exist in QBSS, broadcast/multicast frames other than QoSLocalMulticast are sent by QAP only. There shall be no collision between bc/mc frames. It may be acceptable to send bc / mc with SIFS inteval without protection mechanism. (2) QoSLocalMulticast frames can be sent by multiple QSTAs simultaneusly and can cause many collisions without any detection mechanism at the senders. Introduction of protection mechanism which can detect collision at sender side to control the size of contention window seems to be imperative, otherwise entire CSMA/CA mechanism would collapse.”

Discussion

The recommended changes seem to make sense. 

Alternate Resolution – instruct editor to allow options 1b, or 2b. Further, instruct the editor to indicate that for QoSLocalMulticast, either one frame may be sent, or multiple frames may be sent by sending first the RTS frame to the QAP, and upon receiving the corresponding CTS from the QAP. Further instruct the editor to indicate that only one frame can be sent in a QIBSS. 

Unanimous consent

Comment 58

Identical to 98

Accepted – same disposition as 98

Unanimous consent

Comment 59

Identical to comment 99

Accepted – same disposition

Unanimous consent

Comment 55

“"b) time required for the transmission of one MPDU and the associated ACK frame plus two SIFS intervals". seems to introduce complexity without real benefit.  Allowing QoS CF-poll after TXOP expiration seems to me some convention to ease implementation. No special rule to be introduced to save the case, since any deviation from principle tends to make protocol complex. If TXOP is exhausted, it is enough to grant a new TXOP if all required conditions (non TBTT crossing, regulatory restriction etc.) are permit. If the one MPDU is the MPDU sent by the polled QSTA, how can HC know the required duration of the MPDU ? The previous frame, the QoS CF-poll and its response frame are usually sent at SIFS interval, it is not likely that collision could happen..”

Discussion

The “b” case was supposed to be the case of the TXOP limit of zero.

Alternate resolution – add to the end “if the TXOP limit is zero” to the end of the text in 7.1.4

Unanimous consent

Comment 56


“The description, "b) QoSNoAck, if the frame is a broadcast/multicast frame and is not acknowledged by the QSTA.", seems to introduce confusion. For example, does this implies that the initiation of EDCA TXOP shall be invoked before transmitting the broadcast / multicast frames ?”

Discussion

Make non-acknowlegement more specific. Really editorial

Comment accepted.

Unanimous consent

Comment 1  (coming back to this one)

“The EDCA backoff rules in the current TGe draft are different from those in the existing 802.11-1999 standard.  In addition to the confusion this causes, there is no advantage to the new specification, while the disadvantage is serious.  The disadvantage relates to the ultimate loss of effectiveness of the QoS 802.11e standard. Because of the inferior performance that the new specification causes for 802.11e-compliant stations, as compared to the 802.11-1999-compliant stations when transmitting best-effort traffic, the existing 802.11-1999 standard will have a perceived marketable advantage and, therefore, its retirement could be postponed.  The presence of legacy stations limits the QoS differentiation attainable by the AIFS differentiation proposed in the 802.11e MAC protocol.  “

In light  of the vote to accept this comment failing 2 to 3 yesterday, the previous resolution stands. Resolution based on resolution of comment 175 from previous LB. 

Comment is rejected.  No change to previous resolution

Comment 26

“"Upon arrival of a BlockAckReq frame, the originator shall indicate...".  The originator does not receive BlockAckReq frames.”

Discussion

This is a typo. 

Comment accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 27

“"If the HC is the recipient, then the HC may respond with +CF-Ack if the BlockAckReq frame is the final

frame of the polled TXOP’s frame exchange. If the HC is the originator, then the HC may respond with +CF-

Ack if the BlockAck frame is the final frame of the TXOP’s frame exchange"".

The rules for CF-Ack are being made way too complex.  The rules for CF-Ack should require that it acknowledges the immediately previous frame contents separated by precisely a SIFS.  It is not clear that the HC can meet the requirements of a CAP (i.e. new sequence separated by a PIFS) and do this.  And it certainly can't do it if the the STA chooses to send a QoS NULL to terminate the TXOP."”

Discussion

This is the intention of piggybacking CF-ACK anyway.

This would clarify

Comment accepted – editor will take 2nd option

Unanimous consent

Comment 124

“"Table 22.1.     The complexity of CF-Ack has got comletely out of hand.  Sequences like: ""QoS-Data-Sequence> Delayed Block Ack Request responded with a new TXOP"" are completely OTT."

The comment is out of order – no changes to text in D6 to D7.

Comment declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 34

“"P4, L15, text says:

These MAC entities determine the TSPEC applicable for delivery of MSDUs   belonging to a particular traffic stream using the TSID value provided with those MSDUs at the MAC_SAP.""

is not true anymore because traffic streams can use EDCA and when they use EDCA the parameter passed is not TSID."”

The comment is out of order – no changes to text in D6 to D7.

Comment declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 37

“"p.82, l.31.Text says:

""If the non-AP QSTA receives a DELTS frame it shall subtract  the associated Medium Time value from the admitted time variable the specified AC.""

This text only includes the case that the QAP issues DELTS frame. The case that the non-AP QSTA issues DELTS frame should be included as well."”

Discussion

DELTS should subtract the associated time.

Comment Accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 38

“"p.140, l.3. Text says:

""a) A station QSTA-1 that has MPDUs to send invokes DLP and sends  a DLP Request frame to the AP"" However, QSTA-1 may want to invoke DLP even when it has no data for the non-AP QSTA."”

Discussion

This makes it more general

Comment Accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 41

“"p.87, l.8. Text says:

""If the HC is the recipient, then the HC may respond with +CF-Ack  if the BlockAckReq frame is the final frame of the polled TXOP’s frame exchange.  If the HC is the originator, then the HC may respond with +CF-Ack  if the BlockAck frame is the final frame of the TXOP’s frame exchange""

It should be clearly stated that this sentence is only true when Delayed Block ACK policy is used."”

. 

Discussion

Need to qualify that this applies only with delayed block ACK policy.

Comment accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 43

“"p.132, l.6. Text says: ""If a non-AP QSTA is granted a TXOP for an ADDTS request with Ack Policy set to “Block Acknowledgement” and Direction set to any value other than “Downlink”  then it shall initiate a Block Ack negotiation by sending an ADDBA request  to the AP which granted the TXOP.""

This text overlaps and contradicts to the text in p.132, l.10."”

Discussion

This is an editing error – lines 10-12 should be deleted – they are redundant.

Comment accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 50

“In Table 20.2, there is no reason for AC_BK to choose the default value of AIFSN as 7. If it is 7, the idle time is too big.”

This comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7.. 

Comment declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 51

“In Table 20.2, why change the TXOPlimit of AC_VO for DS-CCK from 3.008 to 3.264”

This comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7.  The reason why it was changed was to accommodate sending of 1 MPDU at the 1Mbps rate.

Comment declined. 

Unanimous consent

Comment 60

“It is possible that the acquired duration of EDCA TXOP is not fully used with the frame exchange by the QSTA which acquire the TXOP. This result in wast of the medium.”

Discussion

Identical to comment 95.  

Comment is out of order – not based on changes to the draft

Comment declined. 

Unanimous consent

Comment 61

“The service start time in ADDTS Response frame shall not exceed the requested Service Start Time, if specified in ADDTS request frame, by more than one Maximum Service Interval instead of Minimum Service Interval.”

Out of order = not based on changes to D6 to D7

Comment declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 62

“Why is there a need to be so specific to spell out the usage of +CF-Ack with BlockAckReq or BlockAck frame?”

Comment declined – purpose is to ensure that the interaction between various elements in the protocol is well understood.

Comment 63

“Upon arrival of a BlockAckReq frame, the recipient shall indicate the … instead of originator”

Comment accepted

Unanimous consent

Comment 64

“The newly added statement is ambiquous”

Declined – not clear why it is ambiguous

Unanimous consent

Comment 65

“Why is there a need for the additional condition to reset the timer?”

Discussion

The intent is to be sure that Block ACK is being used. 

Comment declined – the reason why this was added is to ensure that the block ack facility is used for transfer of MPDUs so that resources are not wasted.

Unanimous consent

Comment 66

“Why default value for dot11RTSThreshold is being changed to 3000? Why 3000 is chosen? Same as for dot11FragmentationThreshold”

Comment declined – refer to comment 211 of LB63.

Unanimous consent

Comment 67

“Uplink in the first sentence of second paragraph should be downlink”

Comment declined – uplink is required for the mechanism, Downlink is not specified because it is obvious.

Unanimous consent

Comment 88

“In the fourth paragraph, it says "Selection of a TSPEC for which the MLME has not provided QoS parameter values is equivalent to using a TSPEC with a user priority subfield value equal to the TID value minus 8 …". Doesn't this conflict with the latter part of the third paragraph in clause 11.4.6, which says "If no TSPECs are available ..., the MSDUs should be sent using EDCA with AC set to AC_BE."?”

Comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7

Declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 91

“It was made clear that the direct link direction field encoding is for a single link, i.e., from a non-AP QSTA (QSTA1) to another non-AP QSTA (QSTA2). Then the definition of bidirectional link direction field encoding may include the case for both links of DLP, which are from QSTA1 to QSTA2 and from QSTA2 to QSTA1.”

Comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7

Declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 94

“In the fourth paragraph, "subtype CF-Poll" is used but it should be (QoS) (+)CF-Poll.”

Comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7

Declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 100

“In the second and third paragraphs, what should the TXOP request and Queue request subfields be?”

Discussion

This is similar to resolution of comments 48 and 49. 

Comment accepted – resolved by resolution of 48 and 49

Unanimous consent

Comment 105

“As in the previous comment, the description "If no TSPECs are available ..., the MSDUs should be sent using EDCA with AC set to AC_BE." conflicts with "Selection of a TSPEC for which the MLME has not provided QoS parameter values is equivalent to using a TSPEC with a user priority subfield value equal to the TID value minus 8 ..." written in 6.1.1.2.”

Comment is out of order – not based on changes from D6 to D7

Declined

Unanimous consent

Comment 114

“All Acs with priority higher …should have ACM flag set to 1. seems logical but is not a must. It's a matter of policy or good practice. However in some scenarios where the highest priority is exclusively used for signalling the highest priority AC may not have a rervation associated with it.”

Discussion

This is a repeat comment.

Declined – it is a “should” and an example of a recommended practice.

Unanimous consent

Comment 123

“Some clarification is needed if no admission control is supported by the STA”

Comment declined – the mechanism existed before the previous draft and it is not addressing any changes made to the draft. Out of Order.

Unanimous consent

Comment 127

“Page 47, Line 4:Table 20.6 is setting not only for EDCA but HCCA”

Comment declined – the given encoding is only applicable for EDCA

Unanimous consent

Comment 128

“Page 47, Line 5: Schedule subfield is also used at HCCA”

Comment declined – the given encoding is only applicable for EDCA

Unanimous consent

Comment 129

“In a TXOP Poll period, if the following sequence is appered, QoS (+)CF-Poll :from QAP_QoS Data(nomal ack):from non-AP QSTA_QoS Data+CF-Ack(no ack):from QAP, and if the tird frame is final frame from QAP and there are pending frames in the non-AP QSTA, how the QSTA recovers after the third frame.”

Declined – the text covers this case. Furthermore, arbitrary cases are not added to the standard

Unanimous consent

Comment 130

“In a TXOP Poll period, if the non-AP-QSTA does not support sending piggyBacked Ack, and if the following sequence is appered, QoS (+)CF-Poll :from QAP_QoS Data(nomal ack):from non-AP QSTA_QoS Data+CF-Ack(nomal ack):from QAP_ACK:from non-AP QSTA, and if the third frame is final frame from QAP and there are pending frames in the non-AP QSTA, how the QAP or non-AP QSTA recovers after the ACK frame.”

Declined – the text covers this case. Furthermore, arbitrary cases are not added to the standard

Unanimous consent

Comment 145

“The Maximum Service Duration Field is only a 16-bit value (about 65ms) while the Service Interval Field is a 32-bit value (about 71 min). This appears to limit the Service Interval for HDTV's TSPEC's to a Service Interval of 70 or less ms (depending on minimum PHY rate). It would be reasonable to run the service Interval at 100ms, for example, in this case. This could cause the Maximum Service Duration Field to exceed the 65ms allowed by the 16-bit value.”

Comment is out of order – there are no changes to the draft

Comment declined – out of order

Unanimous consent

Comment 146

“There is no status code available for ADDTS response that covers the TS Renegotiation capability to decline the new request, while keeping the previously granted stream and schedule intact.”

Discussion

A new TSPEC is granted, but the previous one is still there.

The response can still be “rejected with suggested changes”., and there is no change to the previous stream.

Declined – the comment is out of order , not based on changes from D6 to D7

Comment 147 – identical to 26

Same resolution

Unanimous consent

Comment 148 – identical to 27

Same resolution

Unanimous consent

Comment 149 – identical to 28

Same resolution

Unanimous consent

Comment 5

“"part “f)” of the list in 6.2.1.3.2 says: “Undeliverable. Unsupported service class (for service classes other than ReorderableMulticast or StrictlyOrdered) for non-QoS STAs and service classes other than QoSAck, QoSNoAck or QoSLocalMulticast for QSTAs;”

This implies that QoSLocalMulticast is a supported service class in all QSTAs, but  6.1.3 (line 17) contradicts this by saying:

“In a QAP, QoSAck and QoSNoAck are the only service classes available”"”


Comment Declined – the comment is not based on changes made from D6 to D7

Unanimous consent

Comment 6

“"I can find no use for a QoS (no data) + CF-Ack

Table 3.2 in clause 7.1.3.5.3 and Table 20.5 in clause 7.3.2.15 say: “The addressed recipient returns an ACK or QoS (+) CF-ACK frame after a SIFS period, according to the procedures defined in 9.2.8, 9.3.3 and 9.9.2.3.”

 However looking specifically at the QoS (no Data) + CF-Ack,  clause 9.9.2.1.3 clarifies that a polled non-AP QSTA shall send a QoS (+) Null frame if it has no data to send: “If a polled non-AP QSTA has no queued traffic to send, or if the MPDUs available to send are all too long to transmit within the specified TXOP limit, the non-AP QSTA shall send a QoS (+) Null frame.” (text begins at line 20 on page 77).

So it seems that only an AP QSTA would send a QoS (no data) + CF-Ack. But looking at section 9.12 Table 22.2 there are no sequences allowed that use QoS (no data) + CF-Ack), In all allowable frame sequences non-piggybacked ack's seem to always be normal ack's.

It seems futile to have frame type that has no use, I suggest removing it, if it has some use that I’ve missed it would also be acceptable to add sequences to Table 22.2 to clarify its usage."”

Discussion

This should have been made “reserved”. 

It is an inconsistency – the sequence is not part of any frame exchange sequence.

This may be an editorial change – Srini will look into the draft, and if editorial, he will make the change.

Commenter assents to changing comment to editorial.

Comment 7

“"Page 28 beginning at line 4 says:

""For CTS frames sent under HCCA, the duration value is set to one of the following values:

a) If the pending frame is the sole frame in the TXOP, the duration value is set to

1) the time, in microseconds, required to transmit the pending frame, plus the response frame (ACK or Block Ack), plus an additional SIFS interval, if there is a response frame.""

2) the time, in microseconds, required to transmit the pending frame, plus one SIFS interval, if there is no response frame.

The text after ""1)"" seems to be one SIFs interval short when compared with the text after ""2)""."”

Discussion

There is an inconsistency – two SIFS in one case and one SIFS in another. 

This can be an editorial change to clarify the text to explicitly mention all instances of SIFS.

The commenter assents to changing the comment to editorial

Comment 8

“"line19-21 says: ‘In all other frames, the duration value is the value obtained from the duration field of the immediately previous data, or management frame, BlockAckReq frame, or BlockAck frame minus the time, in microseconds, required to transmit the ACK frame and its SIFS interval.""

The paragraph only states how Duration/Id should be calculated for ACK frames. Therefore ‘in all other frames’ is not correct, ( – I assume that the intended meaning is ‘in all ACK frames sent by QoS stations and other <non-non-QoS stations> ’ )"”

The commenter assents to changing the comment to editorial

Comment 9

“"line19-21 says: ‘In all other frames, the duration value is the value obtained from the duration field of the immediately previous data, or management frame, BlockAckReq frame, or BlockAck frame minus the time, in microseconds, required to transmit the ACK frame and its SIFS interval.""

The text does not say how Duration/Id should be calculated in QoS stations when they are ACK-ing Ps-Poll frames"

Discussion

This should be deferred to the sponsor ballot

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 10

“"The phrase 'handling as specified in clause 9.9'  makes no sense.”

Discussion

This is editorial – Srini will try to correct.

Commenter assents to changing the comment to editorial.

Comment 12

“"The rule defining slot times, rule c)1), do not quite make sense to me. Below is the formulation of 802.11e Draft 7.0 beginning at page 71 line 23:

>1) the latter of 

>    i) the end of the ACK-Timeout interval plus AIFSN[AC] × aSlotTime – 

>    aTxRxTurnaroundTime of IDLE time after the PHY-TXEND.confirm, and 

>    ii) the end of the first AIFSN[AC] × aSlotTime – aTxRxTurnaroundTime of IDLE time

>    following the PHY-TXEND.confirm

This makes no sense because (i) would never apply. This is because ii) is always earlier than i), because i) is ii) plus a non-negative quantity [ACK-Timeout]:

The slot boundary algorithm was rewritten in 802.11e D6.0 in response to a comment about the effect of noise during the SIFS period after a transmission. The current definition appears to be incorrect; the definition in 802.11e D5.2 made more sense."”

Discussion

This is a known issue.

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 13

"rule c part 2) beginning at line 28 of page 71 says:

 2) at the end of the first AIFSN[AC] × aSlotTime – aRxTxTurnaroundTime of IDLE medium after the PHY-RXEND.indication when a PHY-RXSTART.indication occurs as specified in subclause 9.2.8,

This makes the timing of slots relative to the PHY-RXEND.indication. But surely the PHY-RXEND.indication is implementation dependent, so the slot timing under this rule would vary between implementations? Further, this rule seems to cover the same scenario as rule a), assuming the ACK is received correctly. Yet a) specifies a different timing, with slots refered to the last busy medium, and delayed by a further SIFS interval. 

Part 2) of rule c should be changed for consistency within the rules, and for consistency between implementations."”

Discussion

It is identical behavior as D5, just described differently.

This may be described better in the latest WME draft. It may be submitted in Orlando.

This is not the time to take this on. 

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 14

“" Rule e) beginning at line 35 of page 71 states:

""Following AIFSN[AC] * aSlotTime of medium idle time indication after the last indicated idle

medium as indicated by the CS mechanism that is not covered by a) through d) ""

The STA should wait an additional SIFS. Otherwise stations that fail to receive a burst, but detect it with their CS mechanism, could start transmitting earlier than stations that do receive it and wait an extra SIFS [rule a)]."”

Discussion

Nothing changed in 9.9.1.3

The proposed resolution makes sense, but it cannot be changed. This is not felt to be editorial.

The issues have to do with the time where the backoff expires, which was redefined.

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 15

“"Rules for determining slot times after transmissions requiring acknowledgement by other Access Categories are stated at c), but there is no rule for determining slot times after transmissions requiring acknowledgement by the same Access Category allowing special timing of transmissions in this case. For instance, the same Access Category may initiate recovery before the end of a TXOP after say a PIFS interval, if no acknowledgement is detected, etc.

Normally the ‘CS mechanism’ determines the busy or idle state of the medium due to the transmissions of OTHER stations, in the case of competing channel access functions within a station this will not apply. A statement on how the channel access function for an AC behaves after Tx’s by the same AC is required. There are several options:

(1) State that the behaviour is the same for the same access category as for other Access Categories

(2) State how the behaviour should be different

(3) Clearly state any other rules which should be used as the default"”

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 16

“"The slot rules seem to allow an AC that does not get an acknowledgement to a transmission requiring acknowledgement to give up transmitting during an TXOP, before the expiry of the NAV that its transmissions may have set. In this circumstance  other STAs are not allowed to transmit until this NAV expires.  However I could not find a specific rule prohibiting other ACs at the same STA from transmitting during this time. However I could not find a specific rule prohibiting other ACs at the same STA from transmitting during this time. Both rule c) (page 71 line 21) and rule b) (Page 73 line 28) seem to allow this.

It would be better to require all ACs to perform a backoff at the expiry of the NAV set by the frame that resulted in a transmission failure."”

Discussion

Yes – this is a problem. 

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 17

“"“If the Duration/ID is set for continuation of TXOP, if there is a transmission failure, the corresponding channel access function may recover before the expiry of the NAV setting due to the setting of the Duration/ID field in the frame that resulted in a transmission failure. However, at the expiry of the NAV set by the frame that resulted in a transmission failure, the channel access function shall invoke backoff procedure.”

The last sentence seems to imply that backoff procedures shall be invoked regardless of whether there has already been a successful recovery. In fact, recovery within the TXOP does not require the backoff procedure to be used because there is no contention.”

Discussion

Why is backoff needed? This is an issue with history; if you backoff it would be short, since others’ NAVs are set. This prevents extending TXOPs indefinitely and causing a capture effect. Once the DurationID has been set, at the end there should be a backoff.

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

Comment 18

“"The per-AC retry counters counters QSRC[AC] and QLRC[AC] were added in response to accepted comment 86 from letter ballot 59 (referring to clause 9.9.1.5):

>Comment/Explanation

>This is a follow up of somewhat similar comment in the previous LB.

>If there is only one SSRC or SLRC, will it be incremented every time there is a

>transmission failure. If so, are all CWs reset when a the limits are reached? It

>doesnt make much sense tho.

>I think the intention has always been to have mutliple SRCs.

>Recommended Change

>Add the following text at an appropriate location: ""STAs maintain short retry

>counter and long retry counter for each AC and defined as SSRC[AC] and 

>SLRC[AC].

>In the second item (a) in the subclause, replace ""short retry counter"" with 

>""SSRC[AC]"" and ""long retry couner"" with ""SLRC[AC]"".

How these counters should be updated is defined, but I could not find any reference to how they are used. 

The comment was accepted, but the second part of the recommended change seems to have been forgotten."”

Discussion

This might be editorial. 

The commenter assents to changing this comment to editorial.

Comment 19

“"Page 74, beginning at line 18-19 says: ‘ All retransmission attempts for an MSDU or MMPDU that has failed the ACK procedure … shall be made with the Retry bit set to 1 …’. The formulation in 802.11-1999 was identical. 

I assume that the intention of the standard is that  retransmissions should only continue to the end of an MPDU and that all fragments of a fragmented MSDU/MMPDU should not be transmitted with the Retry bit set, once any previous fragment of the MSDU/MMPDU has failed the ACK. 

Bearing this in mind referring to ""MSDU or MMPDU"" is misleading, it would be better to just specify the MPDU since that is what is being retransmitted, and that is what would have the retry bit set.”

Discussion

The retry bit is based on MPDU. The next MPDU of a fragmented MSDU is not sent with retry = 1.

The commenter assents to changing this comment to editorial.

Comment 20

“"Page 74 beginning at line 21 says: 

""Retries for failed transmission attempts shall continue until the short retry count for the MSDU or MMPDU is equal to dot11ShortRetryLimit or until the long retry count for the MSDU or MMPDU is equal to aLongRetryLimit.

6.2.1.3.2 and Annex D use the term ""dot11LongRetryLimit"" which is consistent with the term ""dot11ShortRetryLimit"" used above. So why does this refer to ‘aLongRetryLimit’ instead of ‘dot11LongRetryLimit’? [It must be said that 802.11-1999, where this has probably been plagiarised from, had the same wording, but being inconsistent there does not excuse continuing inconsistency here!]. “

Discussion

The “dot11” name is used for values that can be changed.

The commenter assents to changing this comment to editorial.

Comment 21

“"Page 74, line 27 says: ‘For transmissions that use Block acknowledgement, the rules in 9.11 also apply.’ 

Firstly section 9.11 is about ‘No acknowledgement’, not BlockAck. It is fairly obvious that the rules in 9.11 do not aply.

If we do assume that this actually means ‘the rules in 9.10 also apply’ [9.10 _is_ about Block Ack and extends over 5 pages], this statement sounds much like saying ‘the rules in International Law also apply’. It would be most helpful if this section were a little more specific and told us exactly which rules it intended to reference."”

Discussion

Changing from 9.11 to 9.10 is editorial – but this is still an indirect reference.

The commenter assents to changing this comment to editorial.

Comment 22

“"In the first sentance of this section the reference to Figure 63 is incorrect. 

The only figure 63 I could find was in the base 802.11 specification and shows GET and SET operations which are clearly not relevant here. I assume that the reference shoud be to the nearby figure 62.3"”

The commenter assents to changing this comment to editorial.

Comment 23

“"A QAP may create a CFP using a beacon CF Parameter Set, and give polled TXOP’s to non-AP QSTAs during this CFP (1st paragraph 9.9.2.1.1). 

If these stations transmit RTS frames, they should be responded to regardless of the state of the NAV. (2nd paragraph of 9.9.2.2.1 ""If an RTS frame is received with the RA address matching the MAC address of the QSTA and the MAC address in the TA field in the RTS frame matches the saved TXOP holder address, then the QSTA shall send the CTS frame after SIFS, without regard for, and without resetting, its NAV.""

However 2nd paragraph of 9.9.2.2.1 begins with ""When a QSTA sets a NAV value using the duration value from a QoS (+)CF-Poll containing the BSSID of a QBSS, that QSTA shall also save the TXOP holder address,"" and this seems to be the only situation in which the TXOP holder address is updated.

So if the the DurationId from the CF-Poll corresponds to a NAV that is less than the NAV from the beacon then the TXOP holder will not be updated, and there will be no CTS response to the RTS."

Discussion

This has been commented before, but was withdrawn as too complicated. 

It still seems that the TXOP holder needs to be updated regardless of NAV update. 

Declined – out of order due to not changed between D6 and D7

All technical comments are resolved

There are 18 remaining editorial comments. The editor will resolve off-line. 

Closing Motions

Move to accept the comment resolutions described in document 04/181r5 as the response to the LB 65 comments, and instruct the editor to incorporate these resolutions into the next TGe draft. 

Moved Srini Kandala, Second Amjad Soomro

Motion approved with unanimous consent.

Move to instruct the editor to issue Draft 8.0 in a timely manner and have it placed on the private members’ area of the IEEE 802.11 website so that a 15 day recirculation ballot closes on or before March 14th,  2004, as authorized at the closing plenary meeting of IEEE 802.11 in Vancouver during the January 2004 session.

Moved Srini Kandala, Second Amjad Soomro

Motion approved with unanimous consent

Move to send the TGe Draft 8.0 to the WG for an IEEE 802.11 WG level 15 day recirculation letter ballot so that it can close on or before March 14, 2004.

Moved Srini, Second Amjad

Vote on the motion: Motion passes 4 : 0 : 1.

TGe thanks Amjad Soomro, and Philips for hosting this meeting.

Motion to adjourn (Srini / Amjad) no objection

The meeting is adjourned at 6:00PM.
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