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Minutes of IEEE P802.11 Task Group E Interim
 Teleconference
QoS Baseline Development
Call to order – Michael Fischer

Roll Call :

	John Fakatselis              Chair          
	Intersil

	Menzo Wentink                      
	Intersil

	Wim Diepstraten                   
	Lucent

	Jay Bain                        
	Time Domain

	Michael Fischer       Editor                 
	Intersil

	Greg Chesson                     
	Atheros Communications

	Wei Lin                             
	AT&T

	Jin-Meng Ho                         
	Texas Instruments

	Aman Singla                         
	Atheros Communications

	Khaled Turki                  
	Texas Instruments

	Liwen Wu      
	Cisco

	Matthew Shoemake      
	Texas Instruments

	Sid Schrum    
	Texas Instruments

	Maarten Hoeben     
	Intersil

	Raju Gubbi            
	Broadcom

	T K Tan            
	3-Com

	Harry Worstell        
	AT&T

	Mathilde Benveniste     
	AT&T

	Jim Mollenaure       
	EnrichNet

	Shrinivas Kandeala       
	Sharp

	George Jonaylas      
	Broadcom

	Greg Parks       
	Sharewave

	Bob Meier       
	Cisco

	Mat Fischer       
	Broadcom

	Keith Amman       
	Spectralink

	Harold Teunnissen       
	Lucent


Agenda:

Fill out the comparison matrix for distributed access techniques

Proposing additional questions for the matrix

Call:

A new matrix was submitted by Mathilde Benveniste of AT&T.

It was noted that:

· There was no box score for each of the proposals and some of the original matrix items was omitted.

· The starvation of clients issue would not be resolved on the conference calls and would better be addressed at the next meeting in January.

· It appears that in document 038 there are areas of substantial consensus among the different proposals and if agreed to by the proposes would allow focus on a subset of disagreement of those areas.

It was suggested that more information was needed from the proposals and time should be spent on further discussions of the proposals themselves. A straw poll was taken as to whether to complete the matrix or allow 1 hour for presentations to be made.

The straw poll voting results are as follows:

Continue to fill out the matrix

6

Allow for presentations

16

Abstain
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Mathilde Benveniste presented her papers 00-457, 01-003 and 01-004 first with a time limit of 30 minutes. Mathilde started with document 004 "Enhanced-DCF Wireless MAC Protocol: Some Simulation Results" and moved between the documents.

· 01-004 Slide 6 :  Question: The medium access delay for TCMA for top priority remains flat as retransmissions go from 25 to over 100 per second. Why does that happen? Is the value for access delay per attempt or successful delivery? Will need to ask programmer.

· 01-004 Slide 2: Clarification: There are 2 streams in the top priority class, 2 streams in the medium priority class, and 4 streams in the low priority class. Referred to and   continued with doc 0-457.

· 00-457 Slide 9: Question: Can an observer on the network can actually detect a difference between stations that use the scaled backoff and stations that did not use the scaled backoff?  Answer: It is a function of what the traffic type is and the auto correlation in the traffic.  

· 01-004 Slide 4: As the graph moves into the server overload case where it shows data sent, if you add up those numbers the answer is 11 megabits, is this data sent ignoring retransmissions and collisions? Answer: Data sent is not goodput. That includes retransmissions. So this gives ~ 8 megabits of delivered data.  

· Are all retries collisions or is there other mechanism for frame errors in this model? Will need to see how Opnet deals with this.

· Some of the group would like some data presented on a lower more realistic load.

· There is a request from Mathilde for someone to provide a scenario of a realistic load. This simulation scenario was made to tax the system to see what kind of damage can be done.

Jin-Meng presented his paper 00-467 "Contention-Free and Contention-Based Access in Contention Period". The presentation started on page 10.

· The backoff time is calculated base on a geometrical distribution which can be implemented based on a uniform distribution.

· The parameter P (permission probability) which defines the geometric distribution. The parameter CW (contention window) defines the uniform distribution. Give P, how do you select CW? Given CW, how do you select P?

Answer: It is not necessary to go through CW. You go from the X and PP to the backoff time. This way is more strait forward. When the PP changes, the backoff time will be recovered. If the timer has not expired prior to slot j when a new update will be given, after slot j we can recover a backoff time without delaying the transmission time of the original backoff time. It is the memory less prosperity at any given point a new backoff time could be calculated with out being concerned about how much was previously backed off.

· There was a concern given and documented in 01-002 about jitter in this mechanism and a simulation was requested to give some indication as to the concern.

· Concern was expressed that the network should not collapse in heavy loads with hidden nodes that could not hear the AP's TCPP update. 

Answer: The AP will try to keep the idle time equal to the collision time which also includes collision form hidden stations so this is already taken into account in the algorithm. 

More discussion continued on what direction the group would like to continue. There were 3 choices inwhich to continue.

A straw poll was taken as to how to continue:

1. Use the original matrix.


7

2. Use the new matrix supplied by Mathilde.
0

3. Combine the two matrix by Raju.

5

4. Do none of the above.
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The Chair suggest those who wish to finish the matrix should do so and everyone else should provide solid arguments of their approach for the Monterey meeting. The ad-hoc group should present a comprehensive summary so the Monterey group can compare the proposals without evaluating every paper and all the work the conference calls covered in full detail. Raju should also attempt to combine the two matrix.

Agenda for next meeting: (Friday - Jan 5, 2001)

Submission - Hybrid Coordination Function Paper by Michael Fischer

The meeting was adjourned 
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