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1. Monday Afternoon Session, November 15, 2004

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

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

1.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 4:06 pm.

1.2. Process

1.2.1. Review of Meeting Times

1.2.1.1. JohnF: Are there any opening comments from anyone?  None.  We have 4:00-6:00 pm and 7:30-9:30 pm sessions today.  We begin with a sync-up, call for papers, then technical presentations, comment resolutions and potentially another draft.  On Thursday we will act on the work we have completed.  I have fixed the meetings to allow people to plan their attendance for items of interest.

1.2.2. Approval of the agenda

1.2.2.1. JohnF:  Are there any comments on the agenda? None.  Is there any objection to accepting the agenda?  None. The agenda is approved unanimously.  

1.2.3. Review Objectives for the Session

1.2.3.1. We shall now review the objectives of the session.  We have had two recirculations and one ad-hoc meeting in Portland.  Today we have the results of the 2nd recirculation ballot.  We must determine how to approach the comments. We can: 1) reject all comments, send for final recirculation and submit to Revcom to complete the standard or 2) prepare another recirculation addressing the comments submitted, and have the recirculation ballot. The objective would be to address the comments in that case.    I do not know the statistics at this time.  Are there any comments or questions?  None.

1.2.4. Rules Review for New Members

1.2.4.1. JohnF:  How many new participants are in the group?  Several.  We follow Robert’s rules of order to run the meeting, and to make decisions there must be a motion by a voting member.  The mover brings the motion, there is a discussion period, and then finally there is a vote and the motion either passes or fails.  The last step is for voting members only, however for discussion the chair exercises the right to allow non-voters to participate.  Raise your hand, and I will recognize you.  Are there any questions on procedure or anything else regarding the rules?  None.  I ask new members, nearly voters or older members.  Hearing none, we proceed.

1.2.5. Review Objectives for the Session

1.2.5.1. JohnF:  Last meeting, we decided to hold a recirculation ballot.  I ask the editor to summarize the two last recirculation ballots, and to estimate the volume of anticipated work to be done this week.

1.2.5.2. Srini: There were a total of 56 comments.  There was a meeting in Portland, in preparation for a 2nd recirculation ballot.  There are now 53, however a balloter made a mistake.  Depending on the status of mistake allowance, either 50 or 53 comments will have to be handled.

1.2.5.3. JohnF: Are there any new “no” votes? 

1.2.5.4. Srinii: There are comments on sub-clauses where there had been no changes.  It seems we have pretty much closed everything.

1.2.5.5. JohnF: Are there any valid new comments?

1.2.5.6. Srini: There may be one, but in general, no.

1.2.5.7. JohnF: Do you have everything listed?

1.2.5.8. Srini: All the comments made by the balloters are listed on document 1394r0 which is on the server.

1.2.5.9. JohnF: Can you give us some history on the votes?

1.2.5.10. Srini: Right now my numbers are approximate.  I believe there were 11 no voters, now there are 5, so the number is down substantially.  Most abstainers have changed to “yes” votes.  By my calculations,  we have about 111 approve/disapprove votes with 106 approving.  That is about 95.45%

1.2.5.11. JohnF: Are there any questions for Srini or myself?  

1.2.5.12. Mathilde: What happened in Portland?

1.2.5.13. JohnF: The Portland meeting was conducted, and we went to recirculation.  We are now at that point.  Now we review and approve the Portland minutes as well as the minutes from Berlin.  

1.2.5.14. Srini: Usually before the meeting I write starting points, and then we go forward with the resolutions from there.  This time I did not have time to do that.

1.2.5.15. JohnF:  Historically, ad-hoc groups have been formed to address the comments.  This should not be alarming to anyone, since the resolutions go to re-circ.  The voting members have an opportunity to address the appropriateness of the comments.

1.2.6. Approval of the agenda 

1.2.6.1. JohnF: Are there any objections to accept the minutes for Portland and the last meeting in Berlin?  None.  Hearing no objections, the minutes are approved unanimously.  Let us discuss how to move forward.  

1.2.6.2. Call for Papers 

1.2.6.3. JohnF: Are there any papers someone would like to present? These papers, however, must pertain to the comment resolution process.  Please ensure that you can correlate your presentation with particular comments.  Are there any papers?  Mathilde has one regarding  Multiple NAVs, which is related to comments.  Anyone else on multiple NAVs?  Hearing none.  Any other presentations?  No.  Mathilde, the paper is on the server?  Yes.  Last call on papers. None.

1.2.7. Discussion of Comment Resolution Process

1.2.7.1. JohnF: Now, we move to planning the comment resolution process.   Historically, we have split into ad-hoc groups that work the comments and then prepare some proposed resolutions.  After that, we discontinue the ad-hoc activity, and enter formal session as a full group to make decisions on the comment resolutions proposed.  This seems to work better since working on each comment with the whole group in formal session takes a longer time, since we must work a more deliberate procedure to reach closure.  I would recommend that we stay with the ad-hoc process to retain efficiency.   Srini, would you like to comment on that?

1.2.7.2. Srini:  There are only 27 technical comments, maybe less.  I would suggest that one ad-hoc group should be sufficient.  

1.2.7.3. JohnF:  I would like to have some text on the editorial comments as well, OK?

1.2.7.4. Srini: Yes.

1.2.7.5. Johnf: Out of the 27, if we exclude the uncertain ones, how many “no”s do we have?  Srini, you were not sure before.

1.2.7.6. Srini: There are 16 technical “no” comments, with at least 5 or 6 as “old ones”  Another 6 or 7 are comments on text that didn’t change. 

1.2.7.7. JohnF: So about a dozen left?.

1.2.7.8. Sirini: Yes.

1.2.7.9. JohnF: We will do it as in the past.  We shall recess to allow for ad-hoc work.  Every new session, we shall open formally as TGe, then recess until the ad-hoc completes its work.  By Thursday, we should be all done.  Some side activities will be taking place.  We shall have to investigate the O’Hara comments by bringing Bob here so he can explain his ballot so we can determine the validity of his comments.  Another activity is that we shall check with the Excom members to see if they will allow us to go to Revcom by rejecting the remaining dozen-or-so technical comments.  They will have to make an exception in this case, as they like to see all comments resolved.  Then, based on the results, I will bring the information to the group, and we shall make a determination about how to proceed.  Srini will chair the ad-hoc, and I shall work the O’Hara comment and approach Excom on proceeding directly.  Any suggestions to do something different?  Seeing none, we shall proceed with the plan in the minutes.  Has the secretary captured these?

1.2.7.10. BobM: Yes.

1.2.7.11. JohnF:  Are there any other questions on anything?

1.2.7.12. Questioner: How long will the ad-hoc meet?

1.2.7.13. JohnF: The next agenda item is a break.  I’d like to start on the comment resolution process by starting with the presentation.  So after Mathilde speaks, I shall recess for the ad-hoc group to start work.  There will be no formal resolutions, just proposals.  At 7:30 pm  I shall reconvene TGe and ask “Is the ad-hoc group’s work done?”  

1.2.7.14. GregC: Will there be voting only after the 7:30 pm meeting convenes? 

1.2.7.15. JohnF: It is sort of unpredictable.  It depends on the progress of the ad-hoc group.

1.2.7.16. GregC: If we go into recess now, there will be no vote until 7:30, right?

1.2.7.17. JohnF: Right.

1.2.7.18. TomS:  There is a tutorial tonight on the process of standards.  I would like to attend.  Is there a compelling reason to take a vote tonight?

1.2.7.19. JohnF: I cannot stop votes, but there is a high likelihood we will open the meeting and we will recess right away.  I suggest you come to the meeting at 7:30 pm just to see what work is being conducted. 

1.2.7.20. TomS: The tutorial begins at 6:30 pm, though.

1.2.7.21. JohnF: So there is a procedural meeting by which a vote could happen.

1.2.7.22. Mathilde:  When we had a lot of comments, we had lots of ad-hocs.  Now, with one group, why should we recess into ad-hocs?

1.2.7.23. JohnF:  Doing the process with the formal approach could take a long time, even with a smaller number of comments.  We need to use the ad-hoc to have qualified people bring us proposed solutions to speed the process, based on my 5 years of experience with this.  Are there any other questions? None.

1.2.8. Presentation of Document 04/1093r1

1.2.8.1. JohnF: I’d like to invite Mathilde to give us some recommendations on certain comments.  You may also move with resolutions if you like.

1.2.8.2. Mathilde:  Presentation “Multiple NAV Protection – Revisited”, document 802.11-04/1093r1.  Normative text in document 802.11-04/1070r2. Those implementing EDCA do not have to worry about multiple NAVs.  Those who plan to implement HCCA in dense environments would use this option.  I had a balloted comment on this.

1.2.8.3. JohnF: Are there any questions for Mathilde?  None.  Keep this in mind for the appropriate resolutions.  Are there any more papers?  None.  Before we recess for the ad-hoc group, is there any individual who would like to propose a resolution to a comment?  No.  Tom, I assume you want to move to pick up tomorrow instead?

1.2.8.4. TomS: Yes.

1.2.8.5. JohnF: Is there any objection to recess until 10:30 am tomorrow morning?  

1.2.8.6. Discussion

1.3. Closing

1.3.1. Recess

1.3.1.1. JohnF:   Is there any objection to recess?  Hearing none, we are recessed until 10:30 am tomorrow morning.

1.3.1.2. Recess at 5:06 pm

2. Tuesday Morning Session, November 16, 2004

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Call to order

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

2.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 10:35 am.

2.1.1.3. We have meetings 10:30 am to 3:30 pm today.

2.2. Process

2.2.1. Comment Resolution

2.2.1.1. JohnF: I have done some research about our options.  It is my suggestion that we go for another recirculation ballot rather than pushing through Revcom, so as not to create questions or friction.  Let’s take our time and not create controversy.  I suggest that we continue to resolve the comments.  In March we should be very solid for final approval. This delay, according to my experience, should not affect the industry.  This is my recommendation: I suggest we go for another recirculation ballot.   Any questions?  None.  Srini, can you report on comment resolution progress.  After the report I have no objection to recessing to complete the comments.  I should like to have our work complete by tomorrow, so we can proceed toward the recirculation.

2.2.1.2. Srini:  We have resolved 20 comments,  either 31 or 33 remain, depending on the chair’s ruling on the submission of the wrong set of comments.  The correct set of comments were sent directly to the editor later, rather than going through the regular process.   However, I believe the comments are worthwhile.  The chair promised to let me know sometime today.  I have requested the TGe chair on how to handle comments referring to text which has not been changed.

2.2.1.3. JohnF: I believe that these comments are not valid.  I rule that we reject them on procedural grounds.  However, if there is enough time, we may also consider them if we can develop improvements based on them.  For the meantime, we’ll proceed as if they are valid comments.  Any other questions? None.  Is there anyone who would like to propose a resolution to outstanding comments?  None.  Can you minute that, Bob?

2.2.1.4. BobM: Yes.

2.2.1.5. JohnF:  Then I recommend that we recess into ad-hoc group.  

2.3. Closing

2.3.1. Recess

2.3.1.1. JohnF:   Is there any objection to recessing for the rest of the day so the ad-hoc group can address the comments?  Hearing none, we are recessed until tomorrow.

2.3.1.2. Recess at 10:43 am

3. Wednesday Afternoon Session, November 17, 2004

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF: I call the meeting to order.

3.1.1.2. Meeting convened at 1:35 pm.

3.2. Process

3.2.1. Comment Resolution

3.2.1.1. JohnF: I shall go back to the agenda for today.  We shall discuss technical resolutions to the comments submitted from the last recirculation.  We have been engaged in resolving these comments.  I would like Srini to give a status report.

3.2.1.2. Srini:  The ad-hoc produced 47 comments out of a total of 51.  The remaining 4 we wish to bring to the floor because we could not arrive at proposed resolutions.  There is activity required to produce normative text to respond to comment #31.  Sometime later I shall present that document.  

3.2.1.3. JohnF:  Has the document been available on the server for 4 hours?  The document 1489r3 has been on the server about 1-1/2 hours.  At 4:00 we can vote on it.  Please review the proposed resolutions and take exceptions to specific comments.  We shall act on the bulk of the items, then we shall address the exceptions.  Is this process clear to everyone?

3.2.1.4. StephenP:  Could you clarify what’s in that document?

3.2.1.5. Srini: 1394r2 is without the normative text and has been on server since yesterday.

3.2.1.6. JohnF:  Then we can act on most of the comments now.  I propose that we recess for ½ hour until 2:15 to allow the members to examine the proposed resolutions by the ad-hoc group.  The comments in question because of procedural issues will be pulled out.  Is there any objection to recess until 2:15 to review the proposed resolutions by the ad-hoc group?  After we reconvene, we shall work on accepting or rejecting them.  

3.3. Closing

3.3.1. Recess

3.3.1.1. JohnF:   Is there any objection to recess?  Hearing none, we are recessed until 2:15.

3.3.1.2. Recessed at 1:44 pm.

3.4. Opening

3.4.1. Call to order

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

3.4.1.2. Meeting convened at 2:15 pm.

3.5. Process

3.5.1. Comment Resolution

3.5.1.1. JohnF: I would like to ask for people to identify exceptions in the highlighted rows of the document. 

3.5.1.2. Srini: I which to except Comment 1, as well as 9 more comments not on changes.  6,23,27,28,29,31,32,33, and 51.  All of these from 6-51 are under the category from 4 different commenters based on non-changed text.

3.5.1.3. JohnF:  Do I have anything else to be pulled aside for consideration.  Have you pulled out the normative text one?

3.5.1.4. Srini: Yes, #31.

3.5.1.5. JohnF:  Any other exceptions?  Hearing none.  Srini, please put the motion on the screen.

3.5.1.6. Srini: I wish to move:

3.5.1.7. Move to accept the responses as written in 04/1394r2 with the exception of comments 1,6,23,27,28,29,31,32,33 and 51.

3.5.1.8. Moved by Srini.  

3.5.1.9. JohnF: Are there any more additions to the exception list. None.  Is there a second?

3.5.1.10. Seconded by Bob M.

3.5.1.11. JohnF: Is there any discussion on the motion?  None.  Hearing no discussion, is there any objection to accepting the motion as shown on the screen.  None.  The motion passes unanimously.  Every comment except comment 1 reference text that did not change.  Therefore they are disqualified.  I suggest that they may have merit, however.  I suggest that they be passed to the maintenance committee.  

3.5.1.12. TomS:  This is under the rules of SA, not 802.11, so we may wish to reconsider on not accepting them.

3.5.1.13. JohnF:  Since we do not want to jeopardize progress on the standard, I shall check tomorrow to see if there is any flexibility on the rules, or my understanding of the rules.  That said,  Srini are there any other recommendations for action.

3.5.1.14. Srini: I have a recommendation for comment 1.  I have encouraged others to come forward with specific resolutions on items which they are interested in.

3.5.1.15. JohnF: Proceed with your comments.

3.5.1.16. Srini: This is comment 1, addressed yesterday.  The ad-hoc participants discussed this, and have decided to accept the comment.  “Accepted.  Incorporate the second alternative.”  I would like to move that this be accepted. 

3.5.1.17. Is there a second?  StephenP

3.5.1.18. Discussion? None.  Is there any objection to accepting the resolution as shown?  Seeing none, the change is accepted.

3.5.1.19. Srini: Next, comment #49.  We introduced the term “BCCA”.  The commenter objected.

3.5.1.20. Discussion on the motion.

3.5.1.21. BobM:  May I have a straw poll? Voting members only, vote for rolling back or retaining BCCA.   Vote: Roll back, 7.  Retain BCCA 6.

3.5.1.22. Moved by BobM  to accept the comment. Second by MathildeB.

3.5.1.23. Discussion

3.5.1.24. MathildeB: Call the question. Second Harry.

3.5.1.25. JohnF: Is there any objection to call question?  None.   We shall vote.  Is there any objection to accept the motion as shown. Yes. We shall take a formal vote.  The vote is technical and requires 75%.  The vote is For 9, 5 against, 4 abstain.  The motion fails, therefore the comment is not accepted.

3.5.1.26. Is there any request for an alternative motion? None. Are there any other comment proposals?

3.5.1.27. Srini: So #49 is still open?

3.5.1.28. JohnF: Yes.

3.5.1.29. MathildeB: I shall now address #22 and #42.  This has to do with a change in NAV operation, restoring the use of multiple NAVs.  Make the multiple NAV optional.

3.5.1.30. MathildeB: I wish to move:

3.5.1.31. Move to accept the normative text changes in document 04/1070r3.  Comments addressed by this motion: #22 and #42

3.5.1.32. Point of Order: 1070r3 is not on server.

3.5.1.33. HarryW: I have confirmed that r3 is not on the server.

3.5.1.34. BobM: Are we going to recess  (3:31)?

3.6. Closing

3.6.1. Recess

3.6.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recessing for the break until 4:00 pm?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

3.6.1.2. Recess at 3:32

3.7. Opening

3.7.1. Call to order

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

3.7.1.2. Meeting convened at 4:00 pm.

3.8. Process

3.8.1.1. Comment Resolution

3.8.1.2. JohnF:  With what I know (regarding document version on server), I cannot accept the motion as constructed.  When Mathilde returns she can determine how she would like to proceed.  Recapping, we are trying to see if we can accept comments that did not refer to changes in the document.  Tom Seip checked, and advised that my original ruling to void them was correct.  What other comments remain to be addressed? While we are waiting for Srini.  Mathilde, do you want to stay with r2?

3.8.1.3. MathildeB: Yes.  I want to use r2 with rewording of r3 in the motion.

3.8.1.4. JohnF:  Please put the motion on the screen.

3.8.1.5. MathildeB:  I wish to move:

3.8.1.6. Move to accept the normative text changes in document 04/1070r2 with the following changes:

3.8.1.7. When a QSTA retains a new NAV value, that QSTA shall also save the source address BSSID from the frame that is setting the NAV value, which is the MAC address from the Address2 field of the frame.

3.8.1.8. saved source address BSSID that matches the AP’s MAC address

3.8.1.9. Comments addressed by this motion: 22 and 42 (in 1394r0)

3.8.1.10. Secretarial note: 42 is 40 in 1394r1 (from Srini).

3.8.1.11. Question: I am having trouble parsing the text.

3.8.1.12. Mathilde change motion to:

3.8.1.13. When a QSTA retains a new NAV value, that QSTA shall also save the source address BSSID from the frame that is setting the NAV value, which is the MAC address from the Address2 field of the frame…
3.8.1.14. saved source address BSSID that matches the AP’s MAC address
3.8.1.15. The underlined text in blue is deleted, the red text in italics is inserted.
3.8.1.16. Comments addressed by this motion: 22 and 40

3.8.1.17. May I have a second?

3.8.1.18. Second by Guido Hiertz

3.8.1.19. JohnF: Is there discussion?  None.  We shall vote. The motion fails 9-5-5.  Are there any other comments?

3.8.1.20. Srini: 36, Palm/3  Let’s bring in the commenter.  This is a repeat of comment Palm/20 in the previous ballot.  Submitted in 1st recirc, 2nd recirc, and now.  The comment is currently declined.

3.8.1.21. JohnF: Is there any opinion to change the comment from the group. Yes.

3.8.1.22. StephenPalm (commenter):  Discussion.

3.8.1.23. JohnF: Is there any other discussion? Hearing none, Is there any objection to retaining the “decline” resolution?  None. Comment declined for 2nd time.  Now, let us revisit #49.

3.8.1.24. Discussion resulting in proposal to replace BCCA with “Mixed Mode”, evolving to “HCCA, EDCA Mixed Mode”.  Stephen Palm offers text for motion.

3.8.1.25. Srini:  I have typed: 

3.8.1.26. “Counter – Replace all occurrences of “Both Controlled and Contention Channel Access” with “HCCA, EDCA Mixed Mode” and replace all occurrences of “BCCA” with “HEMM”

3.8.1.27. JohnF:  Are there any further questions or comments?  None.  Srini seconds.  Any discussion?  None. Is there any objection to accepting this resolution as shown?  None.  Hearing none, the motion for comment #49 passes unanimously.  Mathilde do you want to return to #22 and #40 (1394r1).  Yes

3.8.1.28. JohnF:  Mathilde would like to move to “accept” Comment #40.  Is there a second? BobM seconds.  Is there any discussion?  Yes.

3.8.1.29. Discussion

3.8.1.30. MathildeB: I call the question.  BobM Seconds.

3.8.1.31. JohnF:  The question has been called.  The vote for calling the question  is 8-3-3.  The motion requires 2/3.  The motion passes.  We now vote on the motion itself.  The motion is technical, requiring 75%.  The vote is 6-5-1.  The motion fails.

3.8.1.32. JohnF:  I am going to ask, by default, to entertain a motion to decline the comment.

3.8.1.33. StephenP: I move to decline. Srini seconds.

3.8.1.34. JohnF:  This is my problem as a chair:  We have to move to a new recirculation ballot.  Mathilde thinks we can come up with an alternate resolution.  Same goes for comment #22.  If we cannot come up with a resolution, I would like the body to consider declining, not necessarily because you agree to decline, but because we want to recirculate.  I would like to recess.  That will give us time to discuss a possible alternate resolution and act when we return.

3.9. Closing

3.9.1. Recess

3.9.1.1. JohnF:  Is there any objection to recessing until 5:30 pm?  Hearing none, we are recessed.

3.9.1.2. Recess at 4:37 pm.

3.10. Opening

3.10.1. Call to order

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

3.10.1.2. Meeting convened at 5:30 pm.

3.11. Process

3.11.1. Comment Resolution

3.11.1.1. JohnF: I am going to ask, “Is there a resolution for 22 or 40 or both?”  Hearing none, I am going to ask the same question for Mathilde’s benefit.  Has the hour allowed an alternate resolution? 

3.11.1.2. Mathilde:  There is no compromise.

3.11.1.3. JohnF:  If anyone would like to decline the comment with the same text as previously provided, they could do so now.  JohnK so moves on comment #22.  Srini seconds.  

3.11.1.4. JohnF:  The motion is to accept the following text: “Comment declined  The commenter has not provided adequate information to include in the draft.  The committee also feels that the suggestion by the commenter will lead to other corner cases which have not been studied (either by the commenter or the group).  Finally, the group feels that when there is a collision the best course of action is to do a backoff which is still the action taken by a station in cases of collisions.”

3.11.1.5. Ron Moore:  I suggest a friendly amendment, to respond directly to the comment, rather than addressing other issues.

3.11.1.6. Srini: I wish to amend the text to “comment declined” without the other text.

3.11.1.7. AndrewM: I call the question.  JohnK seconds.

3.11.1.8. JohnF:  Is there any objection to accept the motion as shown?  

3.11.1.9. HarryW: Point of Order: We didn’t vote on calling the question.

3.11.1.10. JohnF:  I didn’t follow procedure on the vote to call the question.  Therefore, is there any objection to calling the question?  None.  The vote to call the question passes unanimously.

3.11.1.11. TomS:  Another point of order: This could be an invalid motion. Tom Seip is researching the question.  TomS:  I think a reason to decline must be provided.

3.11.1.12. JohnF: On the previous motion “comment declined”, I rule that this motion is out of order, based on the point brought by Tom Seip.  Is there any objection to the ruling that this is out of order.  None. One more time:  Is there any objection that the motion as shown is out of order?  I see no objection. (25 witnesses).

3.11.1.13. JohnK: The original motion is still on the floor.   I move to amend it to replace the text after comment declined with the following text:

3.11.1.14. “The group believes that described behavior does not affect over the air or SAP interfaces”

3.11.1.15. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on modifying or clarifying the suggested text?

3.11.1.16. RonM:  The motion says that we reject it because there were not enough votes to accept it.

3.11.1.17. JohnF:  There has to be a balance.  Are there any modifications suggested?

3.11.1.18. MathildeB:  We just had a vote on accepting this comment 9 for 5 against.

3.11.1.19. JohnF:  I am just giving you some consequences of whether you bring this to closure.  You can do anything you want.  You can leave the comment open.  You do not have to close on this.  The consequence is that we cannot go to recirculation.  These are the outcomes that can happen.

3.11.1.20. AndrewM: Call the question.  Second JohnK.

3.11.1.21. JohnF: Is there any objection to calling the question?  Yes one.  We shall take a vote on calling the question.  The vote to call the question requires 2/3, passes 24-2-2.  There has been a motion to amend:  Everyone in favor of accepting the motion as shown please raise your tokens. The motion to amend passes 17-4-5.  JohnF: Now this becomes main motion:

3.11.1.22. “Comment declined.  The group believes that described behavior does not affect over the air or SAP interfaces.”

3.11.1.23. AndrewM: I call the question.  Second JohnK.

3.11.1.24. JohnF:  We shall vote on calling the question.  The vote to call the question  passes 22-2-1.  We shall now vote on the motion, voting members please. The motion (technical) passes 18-4-5.

3.11.1.25. JohnF: Now, let us re-address comment #40. Does anyone want to decline the comment as shown for #40?

3.11.1.26. Srini:  I wish to move that the proposed text  “Comment declined.  The group believes that described behavior does not affect over the air or SAP interfaces.” be accepted.

3.11.1.27. JohnF: Are there any suggested modifications for this text?

3.11.1.28. Orders of the day.

3.12. Closing

3.12.1. Recess

3.12.1.1. JohnF:  We are recessed.

3.12.1.2. Recess at 6:00 pm.

3.12.1.3. Thursday Morning Session, November 18, 2004

3.13. Opening

3.13.1. Call to order

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

3.13.1.2. Meeting convened at 8:02 am.

3.14. Process

3.14.1.1. Comment Resolution

3.14.1.2. JohnF:  We have about 4 floor voters who submitted comments which did not address changes or unresolved negatives.  The rules are shown in IEEE-SA Standard Board Operations Manual, January 2004.   The document shows that consideration can only be given comments on new text changes or areas indirectly addressed by changes made.  We need to make a determination whether to respond to these comments.  I have not commented on the merits of these comments, this is a procedural issue.

3.14.1.3. Srini: Referring to highlighted documents in 1394r3, The comments affected by this decision are 6,23,27,28,29,31,32,33 and 51.

3.14.1.4. JohnF:  We are still working on comment #40.  We failed to pass an alternative yesterday, and were unable to develop another resolution.  Do I have an alternate proposal?

3.14.1.5. JohnK:  I offer the following proposed text: “Comment declined.  There are several cases where using the originally optional multiple NAVs actually hurts the QSTAs that use it and perform worse than the QSTAs that no not maintain multiple NAVs.  Furthermore it also results in an inefficient use of the channel.  Finally, even if it is assumed that  the problems with the mechanism are not severe (which it is not), it is a partial solution and does not overcome the overlap BSS effectively.  See also Kandala/36, Kandala/6 and Hansen/8 comments of the first sponsor ballot.

3.14.1.6. Bob M: Suggestion that the text uses the same argument (unproven observations) used previously to dismiss the comment.

3.14.1.7. JohnK:  I wish to change the text to: “Comment declined.  The benefits of the mechanisms are not clear and it is not clear if the overall performance of the network is superior.  Furthermore, when there are collisions there is an efficient backoff mechanism which can be used.

3.14.1.8. JohnF:  Is there any discussion? Yes.

3.14.1.9. Discussion.

3.14.1.10. JohnF: Let us vote.  Voting members only.  The motion requires 75%.  The vote passes unanimously 33-0-2.  We have special orders coming up at 9:00.  I would like to recess for 10 minutes to review the comments 6, 23, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33,and 51 based on the rules.

Discussion on interpretation of the red highlighted text in manual excerpted below.

Standard Board Operations Manual, January 2004.

5.4.3.2 Resolution of comments, objections, and negative votes

The Sponsor shall make every attempt to resolve comments, objections, and negative votes that are accompanied by comments. Comments that advocate changes in the document, whether technical or editorial, may be accepted, revised, or rejected. It should be borne in mind that documents are professionally edited prior to publication. 

Comments received before the close of ballot from persons who are not in the balloting group require acknowledgement sent to the commentor and shall be presented to the comment resolution group for consideration. Comments received after the close of ballot will be forwarded to the Sponsor for consideration at the next update of the standard. If a comment is received as a result of a public review process, that comment will be addressed by the Sponsor and a disposition returned to the commentor, along with information concerning their right of appeal. 

In order for a negative vote to be changed to an affirmative vote, the Sponsor shall obtain written confirmation from each voter (by letter, fax, or electronic mail) that indicates concurrence with any change of his or her vote. If the negative vote is not satisfied, either entirely or in part, the negative voter shall be informed of the reasons for the rejection and be given an opportunity either to change his or her vote to "approve" or to retain his or her negative vote during a recirculation ballot. 

Changes may be made in the document to resolve negative votes that are accompanied by comments or for other reasons. All substantive changes made since the last balloted draft shall be recirculated to the Sponsor balloting group. All unresolved negative votes with comments shall be recirculated to the Sponsor balloting group. The verbatim text of each comment, the name of the negative voter, and a rebuttal by the members conducting the resolution of ballots shall be included in the recirculation ballot package. 

During a recirculation ballot, balloting group members shall have an opportunity to change their previously cast ballots. A change to "do not approve," which is submitted with comments, shall be based only on the changed portions of the balloted document, clauses affected by the changes, or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of the unresolved negative votes. If a change to "do not approve" is based solely on comments concerning previously approved portions of the balloted document, the balloter shall be informed that the comments are not based on the changed portion of the balloted document and, therefore, those comments may not be addressed in the current ballot and may be considered for a future revision of the standard. If the balloter does not agree to change the negative ballot, the ballot shall be recorded as an unresolved negative without comment. 

Further resolution efforts, including additional recirculation ballots, may be required if additional negative votes (with new technical comments) result. However, once 75% approval has been achieved, the IEEE has an obligation to the majority to review and publish the standard quickly. Therefore, once 75% approval has been achieved, the IEEE requirements for consensus have been met. Efforts to resolve negative votes may continue for a brief period; however, should such resolution not be possible in a timely manner, the Sponsor should forward the submittal to RevCom. 

Copies of all unresolved negative votes, together with the reasons given by the negative voters and the rebuttals by the Sponsor, shall be included with the ballot results submitted to RevCom. Copies of the written confirmations from voters that indicate concurrence with the change of their votes from negative to affirmative shall be included in the submittal to RevCom. 

3.14.1.11. JohnF: Is there any objection to having a 10 minute recess until 8:50 am? Hearing none, we are recessed.

3.15. Closing

3.15.1. Recess

3.15.1.1. JohnF:  We are recessed.

3.15.1.2. Recess at 8:40 am.

3.16. Opening

3.16.1.1. Call to order

3.16.1.2. JohnF: I call the meeting to order.

3.16.1.3. Meeting convened at 8:52 am.

3.17. Process

3.17.1.1. Comment Resolution

3.17.1.2. JohnF:  I wish to bring the following motion, based on procedural interpretation only.  The motion does not address the merit of the comments.

3.17.1.3. Based on the IEEE SA STANDARDS BOARD OPERATIONS MANUAL Section 5.4.3.2 

3.17.1.4. Comments 6,23,27,28,29,31,32,33,and 51 will not be considered for resolution at the current recirculation sponsor LB resolution process since they “are not based on changed portions of the balloted document, clauses affected by the changes, or portions of document that are subject to the unresolved negative votes.”

3.17.1.5. GregC seconds.

3.17.1.6. JohnF: Is there any discussion? Hearing none, we shall vote on this motion.  Voting members only, please.  The motion passes unanimously.

3.17.1.7. JohnF: We have about 2 minutes of special orders.  We shall restart the regular items now.  I shall give the floor to Srini to prepare the process to incorporate the resolutions into the draft. 

3.17.1.8. Srini: For the record, as a result of the previous vote I have changed the resolutions for the affected comments to:

3.17.1.9. “Comment not considered.  Since these comments “are not based on changed portions of the balloted document, clauses affected by the changes, or portions of document that are subject to the unresolved negative votes.”  Otherwise, the document incorporates all of the comments (of 1394r4).  The draft does not address the “j” standard, but its provisions do not apply anyway.

3.17.1.10. JohnF:  I am asking Srini to prepare a motion so that we can forward the modified draft for recirculation ballot.

3.17.1.11. Srini: I have placed a suggested motion on the screen, would anyone like to place it on the floor?  Yes (BobM).

3.17.1.12. Move to authorize the TGe editor to incorporate the resolutions in 04/1394r4 and create a new version of the draft (which will be D12.0)

3.17.1.13. Moved BobM,  Seconded  Anil

3.17.1.14. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on this motion?  None  We shall vote. Those in favor raise your voting tokens. The motion passes  36-0-0 unanimously with no abstentions.

3.17.1.15. I now show a motion for SB Recirculation:

3.17.1.16. Believing that sponsor ballot comment responses in 11-04/1394r4 and the document mentioned below satisfy IEEE-SA rules for sponsor ballot recirculation.

3.17.1.17. Authorize a SB recirculation of 802.11e draft 12.0 to conclude no later than 01/01/2005

3.17.1.18. Moved BobM  Seconded MatS

3.17.1.19. JohnF: We shall vote.  Motion passes 37-0-0 unanimously with no abstentions.  That said, we have concluded special orders.  Is there any other topic anyone would like to discuss.  Anything else?  None.

3.18. Closing

3.18.1.1. Recess

3.18.1.2. JohnF:   Is there any objection to adjourn for the week? Seeing  none,  we are adjourned.

3.18.1.3. Adjourn at 9:15 am.

Minutes of 802.11 Task Group E, November 2004         Page 13
R. R. Miller, AT&T


