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QoS Baseline Development
Called to order by Michael Fischer at 12:40 EST.

Roll Call :

	Michael Fischer                        
	Intersil

	Tim Godfrey
	Intersil

	Liwen Wu
	Cisco

	Greg Parks
	Sharewave

	Harry Worstell        
	AT&T

	Bob Meier       
	Cisco

	Khaled Turki    
	Texas Instruments

	Raju Gubbi            
	Broadcom

	Jay Bain
	Time Domain

	Jin Meng Ho
	Texas Instruments

	George Kondylis       
	BroadCom

	Sri Kandala
	Sharp Labs

	Sid Schrum
	Texas Instruments

	Wim Diepstraten                   
	Lucent

	
	

	Greg Chesson                     
	Atheros

	Matt Fischer
	Broadcom

	Keith Amman
	Spectralink

	Wei Lin
	AT&T

	
	


Agenda

As established in the last teleconference, the agenda is to discuss the Hybrid Coordination Function document. 

Presentation: doc 00/452  “Hybrid Coordination Function for QoS”,  Michael Fischer. 

The HCF has few disadvantages and few contentious issues

Decision to be made – how far can we press the conformance model ? More simplification may be possible technically than is possible politically.

One of the objectives is to address the issue of the inefficiency that results  from CBR type periodic polled service faster than CFP rep rate. We now have more flexibility in the beacon interval, but there is another meta issue with the EDCF feedback interval. The rates are no longer tied. 

A fast beacon rate should not be required for the access channel.

What is the assumption for the required rates that are built into the proposals?

Comment – we don’t want to have a channel access method that relies on rapid repeated feedback.

No proposals have quantified how rapid the feedback has to be, or what happens if it doesn’t meet those requirements.

Slide 2 – HCF overview 

Comment – every station should provide an interface for a signaling protocol. 

The key issue is that all that happens with parameters (except the central coordinator) is pass through. But it is still necessary to distinguish the differences. The existence of the parameterized support must be knowable by stations, to report up to applications and the users.

Slide 3 identifies where the concepts first showed up.

Correction – the p-DCF document is 367r1

Slide 4 – specific terminology

Autonomous Burst – derived from 467 and 467. SIFS separated, from a plurality of ESTAs. 

Suggestion to deal with the IBSS case separately.

Autonomous bursts are not intended for uplink/downlink alternation. When the sending station that has the TXop send to other than the coordinator, that recipient ESTA can continue with using the TxOp. 

Slide 5 – General Properties

HCF is less dependant on an effective BSS overlap mitigation mechanism than EPCF.

HCF can still benefit from BSS overlap mitigation, and optimize scheduling. 

Disagreement over the statement regarding “EDCF should be able to handle QBSS overlap…” – to be discussed later or off-line.

Slide 6 – Changes to QoS Baseline

Slide 7 – Changes to QoS Baseline

Limits are needed for bursts. Balance needed between complexity and efficiency.

Would it be equivalent to disable STA-STA transfers? That effectively reduces the limit to 1.

Slide 8 – Dur/ID and TCID fields

Traffic category as before. Low order 12 bits could carry additional information.

The queue size means greater than or equal to what is indicated. So very large queues >32K are just identified by all 1’s.

Slide 9 – CC and RR fields

Recommendation to add two octets to the RR field. 

Permission probability is its own field in CC.

Slide 10 – IFS usage

Revert to original concept where frame exchange sequences from CP are PIFS-separated. CFB ends if CCA is busy at sampling point. If a CFB collision occurs, it doesn’t destroy the entire burst, but at the point of collision.

There is no need for a CF-End.

Slide 11 – NAV Usage

Unchanged compared to legacy DCF

Within CFB, don’t protect the whole CFB (not feasible), but rather use NAV to protect individual TxOps.

Doc 113 used a NAV that protected the whole CFB – this is preferable.

NAV cancellation - There may be a way to use RTS setting to enhance this.

Is there a need to extend NAV to protect hidden terminals? This already works for half-hidden, and fully hidden only works with CCA anyway.

Slide 12 – HCF Frame Exchange Rules

+CF-ACK should be a global requirement, but can be optional. In that case the AP must use CF-ACK. Knowing the capability exists in stations is also required. (capability bits)

Slide 13 – CC/RR usage changes

Comment – HCF doesn’t preclude anything in the baseline. However, we want to keep conformance testing as simple as possible. Do we keep level 3 as PCF, or make it HCF? If HCF is adequate, does PCF go away?

Slide 14 – Autonomous Bursts

Avoid problems by limiting Autonomous bursts to QoS frames, and not data frames.

Possibility of  turning AB mechanism on and off as a mgmt function.

Whoever sends a poll is responsible to send something after a PIFS in the case of non-response from the polled device.

Discussion

This has some similarity to multi-poll in the baseline. Does HCF include multi-poll? There are some similarities, but HCF does not include new control frames. Only RTS/CTS, ACK, Ps-poll. Only new  control frames are CC and RR. The savings with multi-poll is in PLCP headers, but is more of a fine-tuning issue. 

Concern is to keep the HCF complexity at a minimum to get through balloting as easy as possible. There is not a semantic difference between a multi-poll and a sequence of CF-Polls. Is that optimization of sufficient advantage?

The only difference between levels 1,2 and 3 is the service interface. There is now downside of providing the service interface everywhere. The implementation of parameters matters per BSS. A station needs to determine if the BSS supports parameters – if they are provided, they should not be rejected, but passed on.

Do we need the CC frame? The concept of a mechanism that a station that has obtained  a TXOP can modify it (Poll Request). I t was possible to overload the RR frame. The RR/CC mechanism addresses this – Time is the only mechanism we are arbitrating. So as we save time by using CF transfers, we lose in the central arbitration the ability to rapidly change allocation for parties that don’t have a TxOp. CC addresses that by providing a bounded, short time for contenders. It allows an estimate of unsatisfied contenders also. It provides increased efficiency in accessing the media.

We need to compare the CC mechanism vs EDCF. The priority limit can provide controlled load access for async classes. 

There is an implicit assumption that higher values have higher priority. Is that true?  For example 2 is best effort. (0 is unspecified). Suggestion - Perhaps it should be a mask?  Allowing specific classes, not necessarily the highest. 

Comment on the advantage of CC – CCR helps in the case of varying frame lengths.

Is each station required to respond to CC frames? Is CC / RR optional? Not optional in response to NAV. But response is to CC is not required, it only hurts that station. The text will say a station may respond to a CC with an RR

A +cf-poll overrides the TxOp in the beacon. The autonomous burst begins with a poll from the QC, and continues without a poll (by definition). You have a situation where you have an amount of time the coordinator wants to have used, in the beacon. If an AB starts a time, when the time runs out, you can’t continue the burst. 

Where is the most current definition of CC / RR ? 360r2 is the latest. The May presentation of the Joint proposal is the best description.

The CC will be mandatory in the AP, and RR is optional in the station. Is this testable? Is there some case where you can cause a CC to be sent. It is implementation dependant. 

How do we test that an AP implements CF-Poll? You can define procedures from the existing standard in 9.3.

360r3 is not released, but being distributed directly.

Autonomous bursts – right to transmit chains. Refer to doc 467 for more detailed explanation. 

Agenda for Next week

Continuation of  EDCF wars.
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