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1. Monday Morning – Full TGe Session

1.1. Secretary

1.1.1. Tim Godfrey

1.2. Call to order

1.3. Opening

1.3.1. 10:36 John Fakatselis Chair

1.3.2. Proposed Agenda

1.3.2.1. Approved – no objections

1.3.3. Policies Overview – 

1.3.3.1. Voting Rights – Debate – Key Motions (Parliamentarian Inquiry – Point of Order – Point of Information – Ad-Hoc group rules(votes not binding – all participants can participate))  

1.3.4.  Schedule/Status Overview – 

Baseline approved – still open issues – want to see if can get to initial draft to vote on – WG Ballot – Sponsor Ballot – Exec group wants very high consensus 

1.3.5. Security Status – nothing to offer

1.3.6. Chairs meeting Comments – 

1.3.6.1. How to capitalize on the simulations group? Teleconferences had no chair assigned and will be more disciplined in the future. – Information from the ad-hoc teleconference calls must be presented to the whole group to update the group – How to converge security

1.3.7. IP Statement – 

1.3.7.1. need to have statements submitted – none submitted so far – Companies that submitted statements need to submit new statements for QoS – Need to add check box to submissions if IP statement has been submitted – Box on proposal for each company on proposal –  Informed  the group of the IP policies of the IEEE 

1.3.8. Ad Hoc Teleconference Overview (QoS) – 

1.3.8.1. decisions of ad hoc group are not binding – must be voted in the full group – QoS held almost weekly teleconferences – Discussions on enhanced DCF “Black Box” areas that were not completed – appears that not any closer for an access mechanism – new concept of a Hybrid function – attempt to generate a comparison matrix but not completed -  Security – Has baseline (419) – drafted text for this meeting – one face-to-face ad hoc meeting and 2 teleconferences – submitted text to editor – Discussions of how to change the baseline and add new proposals – editor has draft text to be covered in this session – unknown if minutes were taken for ad hoc meeting – 018 is the security baseline text for this meeting

1.3.9. Call for Papers

1.3.9.1. Open Issues in MAC for convergence layer and comparison criteria John (QoS)

1.3.9.2. 11r2 – Wim (QoS)

1.3.9.3. 08r1 – Greg C (QoS)

1.3.9.4. xxx – open issues on FEC (John) [20 min]

1.3.9.5. 452r1 HCF for QoS Michael Fischer [1 hour]

1.3.9.6. Sid Schrum 5 papers

1.3.9.7. 036 ECP Proposal for QoS (Shaver) [2 hours]

1.3.9.8. 467r1 – Contention – Jin Meng

1.3.9.9. 037 Simulation comparisons (Turki)

1.3.9.10. 038 ECP Enhancements – Sid  [2 hours]

1.3.9.11. 015 response and rebuttal (Reserve)

1.3.9.11.1. would like first papers be presented in a block and last paper later

1.3.9.12. Harold Teunisson 461r1 Overlap QoS [30 min]

1.3.9.13. Xxx  On the need for efficiency for QoS solution - Matthew Sherman [1 hour]

1.3.9.14. 019 Overview DCF (Mathilde) [1 hour]

1.3.9.15. 040 FEC (Nir) [30 min]

1.3.9.16. xxx – PCF vs DCF simulations - Sunghyun [30 min]

1.3.9.17. xxx – Unfairness in 802.11 networks – Greg Parks [20 min]

1.3.9.18. 039 – Symbol Authentication – (security) – Jon Adney [20 min

1.3.9.19. xxx – QoS related issues – Raju (QoS) [1 hour]

1.3.9.20. xxx – Network Capture – (QoS) – Matt Fischer [15 min]

1.3.9.21. 010 – Sharewave IP statement – Greg Parks [none]

1.3.9.22. Editors Discussion (next all-TGe session)

1.4. Process and Procedure

1.4.1. Objective is to have a solid draft by the end of the week.

1.4.2. Discussion

1.4.2.1. How do we agree on what goes into the draft? There has been a process to qualify the draft – have we looked at the evaluation criteria. 

1.4.2.2. The security group used the requirements as a guide in the voting process.

1.4.2.3. There was an evaluation process in place in the Security subgroup. It was relatively straightforward.

1.4.2.4. There are few if any contentious issues in the Security group, unlike the QoS group.

1.4.2.5. Would like to see all proposals simulation results reviewed. We have been putting everything in that comes forward. 

1.4.2.6. The QoS group did have guidance from the simulations group. 

1.4.2.7. Support for evaluation criteria, moving ahead as quickly as possible. Caution against rushing the process.

1.4.2.8. Report from evaluation criteria group. Is there a way to take the decision of what we are doing and reporting back that it meets the requirements? The evaluation criteria group started with good intentions, and was to work in OpNet. Since then, other companies have been started in other environments. There has been a tendency to not bring results back to the group. Instead, there are many independent simulations that are not coordinated. There are only one or two official OpNet scenarios. The NS users are using other scenarios. Some OpNet users have other scenarios also.

1.4.3. How many people want to add something to the QoS baseline (including the black box)? Who has brought something to add in?

1.4.3.1. 7 people.

1.4.3.2. All of these people should meet after lunch (at 1:30) Thomas Room – 12 people. 

1.4.3.3. An informal meeting – not even an ad-hoc.

1.4.4. How many want to add to the Security Baseline?

1.4.4.1. 1 person

1.4.5. Recess for TGe Subgroups;

2. Monday Evening QoS Session

2.1. Opening

2.1.1. Review of Agenda

2.1.1.1. Approval of minutes

2.1.1.2. Presentation of Papers

2.1.1.3. Draft finalization process (for QoS)

2.1.1.3.1. Down-selection process – if needed

2.1.1.4. Draft Completion

2.1.1.5. New Business

2.1.1.6. Next Meeting Agenda

2.1.1.7. Presentation to TGe

2.1.2. Discussion of Agenda

2.1.2.1. On behalf of the proposers, they are working on resolving the proposals, and progress is being made. The would like this evening to iron out differences, and attempt to combine them. One proposal would accelerate the process. It would take much longer to define selection criteria and a selection process to decide among multiples.

2.1.2.2. The proposals share common elements. The proposers do not fully understand the other proposals. They have been learn about the others and establishing common ground.

2.1.3. Adoption of Agenda

2.1.3.1. Agenda approved without objection.

2.1.4. Approval of Minutes from November.

2.1.4.1. Minutes approved without objection.

2.1.5. Schedule Status Overview

2.1.5.1. We still have the objective to start a letter ballot. To do so, we have to complete the draft. 

2.2. Call for Papers

2.2.1. Any additional papers since the last call this morning?

2.2.1.1. None

2.3. Scheduling of papers

2.3.1. XXX - Open Issues on FEC (John K)

2.3.1.1. Any objection to present without being on the server for ½ day? No Objections.

2.3.2. No other papers ready for presentation.

2.4. Presentation of Papers

2.4.1. Document xxx “Open Issues in FEC in MAC or Convergence Layer” John Kowalski.

2.4.1.1. Discussion

2.4.1.1.1. If FEC is in the convergence layer, doesn’t that require the MAC to deliver frames with errors?

2.4.1.1.2. No – information is layered and segmented to reconstruct them from missing frames.

2.4.1.1.3. A point on security – the security framework would be good example for how to register and standardize FEC schemes. Is there an analog in 802 for a registrar?

2.4.1.1.4. Conclusion – suggestion is to have those that are interested in FEC meet together to address the issues. Unless these issues are met, the best way to achieve FEC is in the MAC, but are open to see if it could be in the convergence layer.

2.4.1.1.5. There is a significant difference in that it is useful without requiring changes to header fields, and without requiring all stations to support it.

2.4.1.1.6. There is no security hole due to forwarding frames with errors up to higher layers. 

2.4.1.1.7. It appears that this could be implemented in the baseline without putting any burdens on the implementation, (or non-implementations). 

2.4.2. Document 041 – “QoS related issues in 802.11 MAC and Baseline document 360” – Raju G

2.4.2.1. not on server – but no objection to present anyway.

2.4.2.2. Discussion

2.4.2.2.1. There are a few thing in this presentation that either leave out things, or there are misunderstandings of what’s going on in the baseline. In the section on CC frame, the CC frame doesn’t use the DCF contention mechanism, the CC here does. The fact that the CC mechanism has completely changed was not described. This proposal seems to use the contention window, which is not the way CC currently is defined to work. CC is not DCF, there is no contention window.

2.4.2.2.2. There seem to be fundamental things that are changed, and not identified as such.

2.4.2.2.3. How could a BSS overlap mitigation mechanism work with this?

2.4.2.2.4. This is only useful in non-overlapping time.

2.4.2.2.5. This specifically precludes communicating with legacy stations, or peer to peer communication with them.

2.4.2.2.6. The intent is to have a slower DTIM beacon rate, and fill the time with CC frames? Yes. 

2.4.2.2.7. The polling list clause should be removed – it is required, but it can’t be because it is needed for backwards compatibility.

2.4.2.2.8. The HCF proposal helps with overlap mitigation because it makes longer CFP durations unnecessary.

2.5. Discussion

2.5.1. What is the best description of the baseline? 

2.5.1.1. Today, 360r2. There is a 360r3, but it needs some additional work. The current state as of tomorrow, would be 360r3.

2.5.1.2. Any and all proposed text for Clause 9 needs to be circulated as soon as possible.

2.5.2. Recess for tonight

3. Tuesday Morning – QoS Session

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.2. Review of agenda

3.1.3. Two papers presented last night

3.2. Review of progress of DCF proposer’s status

3.2.1. Spokesperson – Srini Kandala

3.2.1.1. At the end of the day there will be a list of compromises, and a list of remaining conflicts. 

3.2.2. After lunch we will go through the remaining conflict areas.

3.2.3. We need to start the selection process today, since we have only one session tomorrow. 

3.2.4. The expectation is that the proposers will come back and have one proposer describe what goes into the baseline. Then each proposer will outline their conflict areas 

3.2.5. Discussion

3.2.5.1. Can we get a review of the current points of contention? That might take too long, since the details are complex. 

3.2.5.2. In looking for the agenda, we have to solve this today. We only have two more sessions after today. 

3.2.5.3. Can we start the selection process now? Not without presentations.

3.2.5.4. The assumption is that the three proposals are not orthogonal.

3.2.6. Chairs recommendation 

3.2.6.1. Come after lunch with a proposal that shows the areas of agreement and areas of agreement. One presenter to go through the areas of agreement and disagreement. Subsequently, we will have a voting process to come to a final approach

3.2.6.2. Spend tomorrow and Thursday to draft and solidify the text. 

3.2.7. Discussion

3.2.7.1. There is a concern that people aren’t up to speed (if they haven’t been on teleconferences). There are documents that already exist, and comparison matrixes. There are currently enough documents so that the proposers could describe their approach. How do we best use this time? 

3.2.7.2. Do we have the option of “none of the above” for the black box, and leave it as is, to get to letter ballot. Is that viable?

3.2.7.3. If we add new sessions, they would have to be ad-hoc, with no voting.

3.2.7.4. What can we do between now and tomorrow if the DCF proposals are not ready? It would be worth working out the process for selection. 

3.2.7.5. Motion – to consider the proposals now. Each proposer to give a 30 minute pitch, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there is a vote on each proposal.. 

3.2.7.5.1. Moved John Kowalski

3.2.7.5.2. Second Jason Flaks

3.2.7.5.3. Discussion

3.2.7.5.3.1. If none are eliminated. What happens.

3.2.7.5.3.2. Motion ruled out of order due to being unclear.

3.2.8. 10 minute recess to formulate a better motion.

3.2.9.  Call to order

3.2.9.1. Motion – to consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 30 minute overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.

3.2.9.1.1. Moved John Kowalski

3.2.9.1.2. Seconded Jason Flaks

3.2.9.2. Discussion on Motion

3.2.9.2.1. The TCMA proposer has prepared 6 papers, but still there are a lot of questions. Yesterday there was productive discussion. Concern that proposers could give a concise and constructive presentation on their proposals. If we are to proceed on an elimination vote, we need time to prepare. Speaks against the motion.

3.2.9.2.2. Speaks for the motion, but taking a technical vote to discontinue the proposal is a very low hurdle, and may result in no progress

3.2.9.3. Motion to amend to “Motion – to consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 30 minute overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to continue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.”

3.2.9.3.1.1. Moved Greg Parks

3.2.9.3.1.2. Seconded Matt Fischer

3.2.9.3.2. Discussion on amendment

3.2.9.3.2.1. It is not an intent to reverse the motion. 

3.2.9.3.2.2. Ruled in order by the Chair

3.2.9.3.2.3. The amendment is incomplete as done. There is a possibility that none of the proposals get 75% leaving none. There needs to be a recovery position. 

3.2.9.3.2.4. The original motion’s intent was to see if there is any strong sentiments against any proposal. Also to get the salient features presented to the group to help making an informed decision. Against the motion. 

3.2.9.3.2.5. Call the question

3.2.9.3.2.5.1. Moved Anil

3.2.9.3.2.5.2. Seconded Duncan

3.2.9.3.2.6. Question called without objection.

3.2.9.3.3. Vote motion to amend: Amendment fails 12:17:8

3.2.9.4. Motion on the floor: “To consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 30 minute overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.”

3.2.9.4.1. Discussion on motion

3.2.9.4.1.1. Concern that 30 minutes is inadequate.

3.2.9.4.2. Motion to amend to: “Motion – to consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.” 

3.2.9.4.2.1. Moved Sid Schrum

3.2.9.4.2.2. Second Javad

3.2.9.4.3. Discussion

3.2.9.4.4. Vote on motion to amend: Passes 20:2:11

3.2.10. Recess for 5 minutes. 

3.2.11. Call to order

3.2.11.1. Reason for recess – there was a concern that minority positions might be compromised. As a result, the motions on the floor are within order. Chair wants to make clear the consequences. This is an elimination process. It would make it more difficult to re-introduce eliminated concepts later. It would require a 75% vote later to re-introduce, with a motion to re-consider.

3.2.12. Motion on the floor  – “To consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.”

3.2.12.1. Discussion on the motion

3.2.12.1.1. Where does the HCF proposal fit into this? How is it tied to the DCF proposals?

3.2.12.1.2. They are unrelated issues. The HCF will work over any of the DCF proposals. HCF is not part of the DCF proposals. The HCF proposal does cite certain EDCF proposals, but is not tied to them. 

3.2.12.1.3. The HCF would stand without any particular EDCF proposal.

3.2.12.1.4. The chair has endorsed the collaboration of the three proposers. That process should continue until noon today. Then presentation of the proposal would be more informative to the newcomers, and allow them think time to internalize the related issued. Propose to delay the vote until tomorrow.

3.2.12.2. Motion to amend – “Motion – To allow an ad hoc proposers meeting to continue until 12:30. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote on Wednesday at 4:30PM to discontinue consideration of each any proposal.”

3.2.12.2.1. Discussion on amendment

3.2.12.2.1.1. Concern over the removal of EDCF. Against the amendment.

3.2.12.2.1.2. What happens if all three proposals are still in the running? This motion does not address that.

3.2.12.2.1.3. We have to come up with a deadline to get the text written.

3.2.12.2.2. Motion to amend the amendment. Replace discontinue and replace with continue:

3.2.12.2.3. 3.2.11.4.
Motion to amend the amendment to – “To allow an ad hoc proposers meeting to continue until 12:30. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote on Wednesday at 4:30PM to continue consideration of each any proposal.”

3.2.12.2.3.1. Moved John Kowalski

3.2.12.2.3.2. Seconded Greg Parks

3.2.12.2.4. Discussion on motion to amend the amendment.

3.2.12.2.4.1. What is the intent?

3.2.12.2.4.2. This means that 75% is needed to keep the proposal alive after this process. 

3.2.12.2.4.3. This amendment to an amendment does not address the text of the amendment on the floor. 

3.2.12.2.4.4. Chair rules this to be in order. 

3.2.12.2.4.5. Ruling appealed 

3.2.12.2.4.5.1. Duncan Kitchin.

3.2.12.2.4.5.2. No second

3.2.12.2.5. Discussion on motion to amend the amendment.

3.2.12.2.5.1. non

3.2.12.2.6. Vote on motion to amend the amendment: Fails 11 : 12 : 21 

3.2.12.3. Motion to amend – “Motion – To allow an ad hoc proposers meeting to continue until 12:30. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote on Wednesday at 4:30PM to discontinue consideration of each any proposal.

3.2.12.3.1. Call the question on the amendment

3.2.12.3.1.1. Moved Duncan

3.2.12.3.1.2. Second Anil

3.2.12.3.1.3. Question called without objection

3.2.12.4. Vote on motion to amend: Fails 13:16:10

3.2.13. Motion on the floor  – “To consider alternative EDCF proposals now. Each proposer to give a 1 hour overview presentation, with 10 minutes for questions. Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal.  If multiple proposals are still in consideration after the vote, the private meeting continue until Wednesday at 3:30 PM.”

3.2.13.1. Discussion on the motion

3.2.13.1.1. There is a concern that the minority position may be at a disadvantage.

3.2.13.1.2. The chair and vice chair feel that the motion is in order.

3.2.13.1.3. We could debate this motion forever. In favor of it because we need to make progress before the work becomes irrelevant. There is no reason to hold us up due to insufficient time. There have been minority positions before, but we selected one. We gave everyone sufficient time, and a chance to explain. If the details are so complex that there is not enough time remember this: the concept of ECDF was allowed as a simple alternative to the baseline proposal. If the ECDF is so complex it can’t be presented in an hour, it doesn’t meet the original objectives.

3.2.13.1.4. We have already extended the time from ½ to 1 hour. But we haven’t had feedback from the proposers that 1 hour is enough. 

3.2.13.1.5. There is a process going on downstairs where we were combining the proposals. If we vote, it changes those dynamics, and reduces the possibility that there will be a fusion to a better proposal. Speaks against the motion. 

3.2.13.1.6. No one is prepared to do a 1 hour presentation right now. By the time they are ready, it will be this afternoon. We are not getting anything done.

3.2.13.1.7. Call the question

3.2.13.1.7.1. Duncan

3.2.13.1.7.2. Seconded Ivan

3.2.13.1.8. Question called without objection

3.2.13.2. Vote on the motion: Motion passes 26:4:7

3.2.14. Discussion on procedure

3.2.14.1. We have 2 hours. We will announce the vote for 2:30PM.

3.2.14.2. If no proposals are eliminated, the proposers will get back together and continue compromising.

3.2.14.3. There are three proposals to be reviewed. Harold, Sid, Mathilde. Who will go first? 

3.2.14.4. We need 3.5 hours.

3.2.14.5. If we schedule a meeting tonight, can votes be taken? The chair feels that if we inform the group, we are within the AM/PM rule, so it is order. 

3.2.14.6. Proposal that the vote is taken between 6:00 and 6:30, as to not overlap with TGf.

3.2.14.7. Random selection of the order of presentation:

3.2.14.7.1. Mathilde Beunviste.

3.2.14.7.2. Sid Schrum

3.2.14.7.3. Harold Teunisson

3.2.15. Recess until 10:30

4. Tuesday Morning – QoS Session

4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order at 10:30AM

4.1.2. Discussion

4.1.2.1. The VDCF and PDCF have merged into a single proposal, so only one 1 hour time slot is needed. 

4.1.2.2. Proposal to eliminate the first one hour slot, and then have two proposal slots.

4.1.2.3. This reduces the field to two proposals. Is it agreeable to Mathilde and AT&T? Yes, we would like to dialog with the other joint proposal, and see if there is an opportunity to further merge. 

4.1.2.4. Request for 15 minutes. Suggest a breakout session with a subset of the people.

4.1.2.5. Off-line meeting for one hour in Mark Thomas.

4.1.3. Formal announcement of 6:00PM Vote today – conveyed to other 802.11 sessions. 

4.2. Presentation of Papers

4.2.1. Document 461r1 “Lightweight Overlap Mitigation for 802.11” Harold Teuniessen. 

4.2.1.1. Discussion

4.2.1.1.1. This is a significant improvement. It addresses the flaws in the previous version. For a wide range of speeds and service rates, small percentages of the DTIM interval are useful for the time granularity.

4.2.1.1.2. Does this solution address passive overlap? Not really, since you can’t see what is causing the overlap. The only possibility is looking for repeating patterns in the interference, and avoid those periods. That is not necessarily part of this proposal.

4.2.1.1.3. Changing proxy beacons to overlap mitigation messages? Which stations generate proxy beacons? Only when the AP tells the STA to send one. 

4.2.1.1.4. Are you making any assumptions about the overlapping BSS’s having similar contention free periods. They need to be synchronized, both their TSF and the CFP repetition interval.

4.2.1.1.5. Suggestion that detecting overlap needs to be standardized. Perhaps the station could decide to send a proxy beacon to the AP if it detects overlap. The station cannot do that on its own, because it doesn’t know the schedule of the APs.

4.2.1.1.6. Regarding synchronizing, it is not necessary to synchronize the starting of CFPs. They can be offset.

4.2.1.1.7. What about beacon collisions? How to keep TBTT’s from overlapping?

4.2.1.1.8. Is there any update in the proxy beacon frame format? Is this the same as the joint proposal? There were also elements defined to include additional information. 

4.2.1.1.9. There is not a problem with changing the frame format or name of the proxy beacon. The issue is the rules for using it. Stations hear beacons today, and use the BSSID. So the stations already know how to reject beacons from SSIDs not their own.

4.2.1.1.10. There could be a problem if STA;s thought the proxy beacon is another AP. Not an issue – just make it a different frame type.

4.2.2. Document 01/045 “On the need for Efficiency in the 802.11 QoS Solution.”, Matthew Sherman

4.2.2.1. Want to insure all solutions support an enhanced PCF. 

4.2.2.2. We need to compete against HiperLAN II.

4.2.2.3. Discussion of claims by HiperLAN proponents that 802.11a has 70% overhead, and HiperLAN has 25% overhead.

4.2.2.4. The issue is that HL is designed for small packets, and 802.11 is designed for larger packets.

4.2.2.5. Simulation of comparison with 802.11a PCF.

4.2.2.6. Results are that 802.11a does a bit better, but still a little below parity of cases. 

4.2.2.7. How do we make 802.11a look better? Using delayed ack mechanism. 

4.2.2.8. Discussion

4.2.2.8.1. Comparing HL to 802.11 is an invalid comparison. 

4.3. Recess until 1:00PM

5. Tuesday Afternoon – QoS Session

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Complete presentations today, 1 hour each

5.1.2. Tomorrow, after Q&A, proceed with voting process.

5.1.3. There was a suggestion that it would be inappropriate to set an unscheduled time such as 6:00PM today. After reconsideration, the chair feels that it is not proper to have the vote today at 6:00PM. 

5.1.4. The voting will take place at the next time on our agenda, which is tomorrow at 4:30PM.

5.1.5. Is there any objection to move the Q&A until tomorrow at 4:00?

5.1.6. Is this saying there is no Q&A today? 

5.1.7. There will be full 1 hour presentations today. 

5.1.8. We reserve the 10 minutes per proposal. 

5.1.9. The presenters have 1 hour to do with as they wish. Q&A is not disallowed, at the presenters discretion.

5.1.10. Q&A is moved until tomorrow at 4:00, without objection.

5.2. Presentation of Enhanced Channel Access Joint Proposal

5.2.1. Authors

5.2.1.1. Jin Meng Ho, Khaled Turki, Sid Schrum

5.2.1.2. Wim Diepstraten, Harold Teunissen

5.2.1.3. Menzo Wentink, Maarten Hoeben

5.2.1.4. Greg Chesson – Atheros

5.2.1.5. Document number TBD

5.2.2. Overview

5.2.2.1. Merger of P-DCF and V-DCF.

5.2.2.2. This deals with contention access resolution. We assume that there is a contention free bursting mechanism on top of this access mechanism.

5.2.2.3. Differentiation parameters per TC using TCPP value.

5.2.2.4. CC updates can be sent in separate frames or in beacon. Thus frequency of updating is under the control of implementer.

5.2.2.5. Option to use uniform or geometric distribution for TxOp event generation.

5.2.3. Discussion

5.2.3.1. Does this allow a combination of uniform and geometric distributions simultaneously? Yes, there is no statistical difference. The only difference in the delay variance. That does not cause any interoperability issues.

5.2.3.2. How is bursting separately managed? The joint proposal is has a contention resolution mechanism. 

5.2.3.3. Assuming you modify the channel mechanism, why is CF bursting essential? It is not essential for the EDCF, but for the baseline proposal. 

5.2.3.4. What does it mean to allow stations to use either uniform or geometric distributions? Yes, it is up to the station implementation, not the AP? What about fairness between STAs of different types? The parameters controlling the stations are identical. There is a fixed relation between the parameters sets to cause identical average delay. Then why use both? That’s the compromise.

5.2.3.5. There is a need for separate scheduler? This ensures that there are no local collisions as in the V-DCF proposal. This mechanism is independent of that. 

5.2.3.6. The TxOp is scheduled the way of the V-DCF, but the selection of a frame in the TxOp is by a probabilistic mechanism.

5.2.3.7. Why have two distributions? Even though the mean for both is the same, there are potential problems. What is the advantage of one or the other? Why not specify one only? 

5.2.3.8. Regarding the separate scheduler – does the selection of the frame to send has to be related to the TC that selects the differentiation parameters? That should be noted, since a TxOp in a TC is a local decision. The separate scheduler does need to use the same TxOp to both contend and use the result of the contention.

5.2.3.9. How is this intended to operate in an IBSS? We have default parameters for each traffic category in each proposal. If the stations don’t get parameters in a beacon, they have rules to set them on their own. So it is not necessary to have a fixed traffic monitor for an IBSS? No. 

5.2.3.10. Which elements come from P-DCF? P-DCF does specify a separate frame for CC Update, so the can be more frequent than the beacon. Both distribute the applicable parameters per traffic class. The separate scheduler comes from P-DCF. The V-DCF proposal had a separate independent stabilization mechanism. 

5.2.3.11. Even you get the CW updates, does it affect the current backoff size? As long as the timer hasn’t expired when an update comes in, it can be updated. It doesn’t discriminate against stations that are in the backoff state. 

5.2.3.12. What happens if there are no updates from the AP? If STAs don’t hear CC element from AP, they go to default values? Does that mean AP’s don’t have to implement CC? 

5.2.3.13. The channel load monitoring of V-DCF – is it included? It is a good idea?

5.2.3.14. In the IBSS case, it seems that distributing TCPP values would not be a good idea. Within one BSS that would not be an issue. In overlap that’s a different case.

5.2.3.15. How can we use this to make a decision on how to vote? There is not a single submission? The vote tomorrow is only to discontinue consideration, not for selection.

5.2.3.16. At this point this presentation references other papers.

5.2.3.17. If the other proposal is disqualified, then what is the next step? This proposal will be integrated by the Editor. 

5.2.3.18. There will be consolidation of the two component proposals to give instruction to the editor.

5.2.3.19. Concern about schedule perspective – would need to see more detail to be comfortable to add to the baseline.

5.2.3.20. As a way to bring everyone up to speed, can you list the salient document that are already out? P-DCF 467r1 (soon to be r2). Also document 468 describes the original TI proposal. V-DCF is in 01/012. The baseline proposal is in document 00/399. The only change is the retry backoff mechanism in document 11 or 12.

5.2.3.21. All references will be in the combined document before distributed.

5.2.3.22. Comment that the presentation was inadequate.  

5.2.4. Recess

5.3. Call to order

5.3.1. Due to late arrival, is there any objection to go to 3:15PM? 

5.3.1.1. No Objection

5.4. Presentation of  “Overview of Tiered Contention Multiple Access (TCMA)”

5.4.1. Author

5.4.1.1. Mathilde Benveniste

5.4.1.2. Document 01/019

5.4.2. Overview

5.4.2.1. Based on Presentation 00/375 (ppt and doc) containing technical details.

5.4.2.2. Summary document 003 gives a table to identify commonality between proposals. 

5.4.2.3. Presentation of simulation results.

5.4.3. Discussion

5.4.3.1. In terms of additional features, what minimum group of features could be “ported” to the other P/V-DCF joint proposal? These features are chosen to be easy to implement. The scaling algorithm is very simple. 

5.4.3.2. Still holding out the possibility of a compromise. 

5.4.3.3. It seems the aging is the head drop queuing. Why not tail drop queuing? If you have an aging packet, you first upgrade it to a higher category. Head drop is better for latency.

5.5. Recess until Tomorrow

6.  Wednesday Afternoon – QoS Session

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to Order at 4:00PM

6.2. Agenda Review

6.2.1. Review of Process, and motion for EDCF down-selection process.

6.2.1.1. As a result of yesterday’s activities, we did not complete the 1 hour and 10 minutes per proposal. The Q&A was deferred to this session.

6.2.1.2. At this point there are not multiple proposals. The proposals have been consolidated.

6.2.1.2.1. Confirmed by Mathilde and Sid.

6.2.1.3. Our motion as approved still stands. We will give the consolidated proposal 20 minutes.

6.2.1.4. Then there will be a technical vote to disallow the consolidated proposal. Abstaining does not count in the ratio of 75% needed to disallow.

6.2.2. Discussion on procedure

6.2.2.1. To adopt something still requires a 75% vote? Yes, there will be a subsequent 75% acceptance vote to adopt the EDCF proposal into the baseline.

6.2.2.2. We were going to vote on proposals that we have seen presentations on. Now there is a new proposal we have never seen, and we are going to vote on it? There will be a 20 minute presentation. Then the vote will be to continue or not continue. Later we will have a second vote to adopt into the baseline. The second vote will take place tomorrow most likely.

6.2.2.3. The second vote is a technical vote, but this first vote is also defined as a technical vote? Which are really technical? This was discussed with the officers, the consensus was that this is indeed a technical vote. It is not expected to make any difference in the outcome.

6.2.2.4. Don’t understand the consequences of the first vote. The first vote is specifically to discontinue consideration of the proposal in this session. That would mean that the proposers have a lot of work to do.

6.2.2.5. The chair notes that attempting to revise the established procedure would be time consuming.

6.2.2.6. The procedure is accepted without objection.

6.3. Overview of consolidated EDCF proposal

6.3.1. Document 086 “Enhanced Contention Access”

6.3.2. Authors

6.3.2.1. Jin-Meng Ho

TI

6.3.2.2. Khaled Turki

TI

6.3.2.3. Sid Schrum

TI

6.3.2.4. Wim Diepstraten

Agere Systems

6.3.2.5. Mathilde Benveniste
AT&T

6.3.2.6. Menzo Wentink

Intersil

6.3.2.7. Maarten Hoeben 

Intersil

6.3.2.8. Greg Chesson

Atheros

6.3.2.9. Harold Teunissen

Lucent Technologies

6.3.3.  Overview

6.3.3.1. Review of historical components and contributions to the proposal.

6.3.3.2. Authors have created a framework to incorporate all the good features of the component proposals.

6.3.3.3. Three slides of representative simulations are presented.

6.3.4. Discussion

6.3.4.1. Who gets to chose the backoff mechanism? With regard to TxOp selection, there is pre-stuff, arbitration, and post-backoff. Backoffs are either on or off as dictated by the AP. 

6.3.4.2. There is a simple mathematical transformation between probabilities and CW’s. Everyone knows how to transform to give equal access to the medium. The transformation is part of the standard. It is in 467.

6.3.4.3. If the result is the same, why are there two ways of doing it? Let’s leave that to the letter ballot. There is a lot to be done at letter ballot – which is widely understood. 

6.3.4.4. The compromise was to parameterize the proposals to include them all? Yes, the merger has some properties of a union, but it is still a subset. Conflicts were removed.

6.4. Vote of elimination

6.4.1. Instructions from Chair

6.4.1.1. This vote is a technical motion.

6.4.1.2. The question is “do we want to eliminate this proposal”.

6.4.1.3. If the vote has greater than 75%, we have to start again. 

6.4.1.4. If the vote fails, we will have a subsequent vote to adopt this proposal as part of the baseline.

6.4.1.5. Abstains do not count. The ratio is between Yes and No votes.

6.4.2. Discussion

6.4.2.1. The benefit of consolidation is a single proposal. However this does not get the 75% because someone might want only one of the individual proposals. The consolidation is the only one we have.

6.4.2.2. The goal should be to continue investigation. This is the motion to eliminate.

6.4.2.3. Please clarify – the presentation includes by reference all the proposals. Are we voting on all the proposals? No, only what was in the consolidated presentation.

6.4.2.4. If the committee rejects this proposal, is there an option to go to ballot with nothing (removing black box and no DCF enhancement)? It is up to the group to decide. 

6.4.2.5. The original concept was that EDCF was to be simple. This consolidated proposal is not simple. It would be useful to have a presentation on how it can be simplified. That is to be done tomorrow. The baseline does not depend on this vote.

6.4.2.6. The motion to vote on now is to discontinue consideration of the proposal, not to accept it.

6.4.2.7. The point is that if you have something you like, you should not vote to eliminate the current proposal.

6.4.2.8. If this proposal gets further consideration, but tomorrow we vote it down what does that mean. There are no longer 3 proposals. We just have more work to do.

6.4.3. “Then there will be a technical vote to discontinue consideration of each proposal. “

6.4.3.1. Vote fails 7:44:10

6.4.3.2. The proposal is not eliminated

6.5. Review of remaining session’s agenda

6.5.1. This the last session of the QoS subgroup on the agenda. We plan to adjourn the next TGe full session back to Q and S subgroups, and then reconvene full TGe at the end of the TGe time.

6.6. Presentation of Papers

6.6.1. Review of status of outstanding papers

6.6.1.1. 011r2 – Withdrawn

6.6.1.2. 008r1 – Withdrawn

6.6.1.3. 452r1 – Wants to present, and there are motions.

6.6.1.4. 36,467,37,38 – only part of 467

6.6.1.5. 015 – Withdrawn

6.6.1.6. 461, presented, but has motion to forward

6.6.1.7. 019 – withdrawn

6.6.1.8. 040 – Wants to present

6.6.1.9. 054 – wants to present if time

6.6.1.10. 052 “unfairness” – wants to present

6.6.1.11. 058 – wants to present

6.6.1.12. xxx – editor discussion.

6.6.2. Document 058 “Network Capture and DCF QoS”

6.6.2.1. Matt Fischer

6.6.2.2. Overview

6.6.2.2.1. In 802.3 networks, the winning node in a collision has an advantage in contending for the next access due to resetting the backoff timer.

6.6.2.2.2. This was explicitly avoided in the original 802.11 MAC by specific mechanisms.

6.6.2.2.3. Regarding paper from University of Wollogong in Australia. 

6.6.2.2.4. This paper points out that because of other things that happen, network capture can happen.

6.6.2.2.5. Not operating with RTS with hidden nodes can cause capture.

6.6.2.2.6. With 5dB SNR difference at receiver, the stronger signal will capture, regardless of RTS.

6.6.2.2.7. Would like to know how the EDCF proposal addresses these situations, and how they would mitigate them.

6.6.2.3. Discussion

6.6.2.3.1. In some simulations done so far, the throughput has been per-stream, so these effects would be visible if they were occurring.

6.6.2.3.2. Is it the case that the portion relating to near/far can be dealt with in the MAC, or does that require PHY changes? Not sure that there is, but perhaps power control would help? As in TGh? But it would be difficult to do. General response is a centrally controlled QoS mechanism.

6.6.2.3.3. The HCF mechanism may offer a solution.

6.6.2.3.4. Are you aware of any scenarios that have this effect that do not involve a hidden station? That is being explored.

6.6.2.3.5. This has been stumbled upon recently, and is the focus of another paper (052). There is something to this that we need to look at. 

6.6.2.3.6. Exactly what does SNR mean? Relative signal levels at two stations? Yes. Side point – the author of the paper might be available for the March meeting.

6.6.2.3.7. We shouldn’t be surprised that capture can occur. If capture can occur without hidden nodes then that should be a concern.

6.6.2.3.8. If the AP only receives the strongest signal, the AP will perceive continual success. 

6.6.2.3.9. Did you notice any rate fallback in these tests? Would those SNR differences be accounted for by rate fallback? The author had fixed the rates. So rate selection could be used to address this.

6.6.2.3.10. The simulation was done with file transfer traffic which is different than QoS traffic. QoS traffic would not dominate the channel like that. Would like to see simulations. Also would like to see results for polling based protocols.

6.6.2.3.11. All the DCF QoS proposals work with the contention window. If you think of capture of a lower class hurting a higher class, that doesn’t seem possible. There may be issues within the same classes. We have mechanisms for the AP to do something about these effects.

6.6.2.3.12. If you start simulating that, you need a proper channel model and modem model to demonstrate the SNR differences. The model becomes critical.

6.7. Final announcements

6.7.1. Request for all papers to be submitted to Harry.

6.8. Adjourn of Qos Subgroup

7. Thursday afternoon, Full TGe Session

7.1.1. Call To Order  John Fakatselis

7.1.1.1. John Fakatselis Chair

7.1.1.2. Duncan Kitchin Vice Chair

7.1.1.3. Harry Worstell Secretary

7.1.2. Announcements

7.1.2.1. AT&T announced submission of their  IP Statement for the MediaPlex submissions at a no fee to license.

7.1.3. Michael Fischer - TGe  Editors Report

7.1.3.1. There is now no draft

7.1.3.2. New submissions to a draft will be required to provide normative text with those submissions

7.1.3.3. The draft is an addendum to the original standard

7.1.3.4. Clauses 1-5 and 10 are written as instructions

7.1.3.5. It was recommended to clause 7 & 9 become new clauses with references from 7& 9

7.1.3.6. New text needs to delete, modify or make new clauses

7.1.3.7. Motion 1

7.1.3.7.1. To adopt document 00/360r2 with the removal of the EDCF mechanism and the insertion of the sub clause headings for clause 9 and 11 as TGe Draft Revision D0.1

7.1.3.7.2. Moved by Michael Fischer

7.1.3.7.3. Seconded  Sri Kandala

7.1.3.8. Amendment

7.1.3.8.1. To adopt document 00/360r2 with the inclusion of the EDCF text place holder adopted during the November Plenary in the minutes of TGe 9.4.22 and the insertion of the sub clause headings for clause 9 and 11 as TGe Draft Revision D0.1

7.1.3.8.2. Moved Bob O'Hara 

7.1.3.8.3. Seconded  John Kowalski

7.1.3.8.4. Vote on Amendment – Passes  28:0:8

7.1.3.9. Vote on Motion 1: Passes   31:1:5

7.1.3.10. Motion 2

7.1.3.10.1. That TGe adopts as a requirement for consideration of motions to modify the normative content of the TGe draft that the relevant proposed content have been available to the group at least during the half day preceding the motion. Content pertaining to annexes is not mandatory unless the motion is materially concerned with the subject of the annex
7.1.3.10.2. Moved  Michael Fischer

7.1.3.10.3. Seconded Sri Kandala

7.1.3.11. Amendment

7.1.3.11.1. That TGe adopts as a requirement for consideration of motions to modify the normative content of the TGe draft that the relevant proposed content have been available to the group at least a half day (4 in-session 802.11 hours) preceding the motion. Content pertaining to annexes is not mandatory unless the motion is materially concerned with the subject of the annex. The chair may rule out of order any motion the text for which the chair feels has not had sufficient consideration time.

7.1.3.11.2. Moved Bob O'Hara

7.1.3.11.3. Seconded John Kowalski

7.1.3.11.4. Call Question Vote: Passes 33:2:2

7.1.3.11.5. Vote on Amendment – passes 29:5:2

7.1.3.12. Vote on Main Motion Passes  30:4:3

7.1.3.13. Motion 3

7.1.3.13.1. That the TGe chair be empowered to request of the WG chair inclusion of the rule specified in motion 2 in the operating rules announced to the body at the openings of meetings.

7.1.3.13.2. Moved Michael Fischer

7.1.3.13.3. Seconded John Kowalski

7.1.3.13.4. Vote – Motion passes 26:2:7

7.1.3.14. Motion 4

7.1.3.14.1. That motions 2 and 3 shall not be construed as applying to editorial changes as in the chairs opinion.

7.1.3.14.2. Moved John Kowalski

7.1.3.14.3. Second Sri Kandala

7.1.3.14.4. Vote on motion: Fails 0:16:15

7.1.4. Report for QoS  Duncan Kitchin

7.1.4.1. Considered a number of proposals 

7.1.4.2. Selected a down selection process

7.1.4.3. Became null due to merger of all proposals

7.1.4.4. Made procedures to move forward

7.1.4.5. EDCF proposers must bring to the next meeting text and make a motion to insert into the draft - 

7.1.5. Security Group Report - David Halasz

7.1.5.1. doc 18r1 editor submission

7.1.5.2. ambiguities now being resolved

7.1.5.3. Wants to clean up the texts before placing in the draft 0.1

7.1.6. Recess for subgroups until 9:15 when TGe will reconvene

7.1.7. TGe QoS will convene at 6:30.

8. TGe QoS Meeting January 18 6:40PM

8.1. Opening

8.1.1. Call to Order - John Fakatselis

8.1.1.1. John Fakatselis Chair

8.1.1.2. Duncan Kitchin Vice Chair

8.1.1.3. Harry Worstell Acting Secretary

8.1.2.  Comments  of Chair

8.1.2.1. Lack of progress - Options that can be done

8.1.2.2. Editor send out early text of the draft for comments by membership

8.1.2.3. Encourage anyone who has proposals to also send out text early for comments

8.1.2.4. No need to have ad-hoc conferences - should do on their own

8.2. Presentation of papers

8.2.1. Document # 52 Greg Parks " Unfairness in real World 802.11 DCF Networks

8.2.1.1. DCF susceptible to one stream can capture most of the bandwidth

8.2.1.2. Ganymede Chariot Software used - eliminate Windows stack

8.2.1.3. Graphs shown is received throughput

8.2.1.4. 5 STAs shows one STA captures most of the Bandwidth

8.2.1.5. In PCF the same problem not shown

8.2.1.6. Operational rate set was 11MBps - No WEP - TCP/IP

8.2.1.7. Runs at max speed - all packets start same time - Range spacing 3 to1

8.2.1.8. No good theory as to effect

8.2.1.9. Data collected over 4 weeks

8.2.1.10. Stations were rotated and geography changed

8.2.2. Paper 01/040r1  Nir Metzer  "MAC based FEC - improvement for 802.11"

8.2.2.1. FEC on MAC and PHY not changed

8.2.2.2. Service field and PLCP header not protected by FEC

8.2.2.3. PAR will not allow us to make this change - will need a maintenance PAR for 802.11a

8.2.2.4. May still be able to do some in the MAC  

8.2.3. Paper 01/054 Sunghyun Choi  "PCF vs. DCF: Limitations and Trends"

8.2.3.1. document 01/055 shows simulation model conformance

8.2.3.2. Shown 5 Cases/Scenarios

8.2.3.3. Slide 9 shows PCF performance does not depend on number of sources

8.2.3.4. Slide 11 shows 802.11a - Trend is the same

8.2.3.5. a lot of bandwidth is lost by SIFS time in 11a

8.2.3.6. Sources has infinite  amount of traffic sent so took the average

8.2.3.7. Did not look at latency but can be done easily - insufficient time to do 

8.2.3.8. need to do admission control

8.2.3.9. All stations were being polled but not necessary to do so

8.2.3.10. Was benchmarking DFC against PCF

8.2.4. Paper 30 and 467r2 Sid Schrum - Jin-Meng Ho  "Contention Free Access" and "Contention-Free And Contention-Based Access in the Contention Period"

8.2.4.1. Level 3 support not excluded

8.2.4.2. Document 468 describes this process

8.2.4.3. (No time for more questions)

8.2.5. Paper  00/452r1 Michael Fischer "Hybrid Coordination Function for QoS"

8.2.5.1. Will work with both PDCF and EDCF

8.2.5.2. Common set of frame exchanges can be used for all 

8.2.5.3. (No time for more questions)

8.2.6. Paper  01/097     Matthew Sherman  "Mechanism for Transmission Suppression in 802.11"

8.2.6.1. May not need to go through the all complexity and use some existing things but useful ideas

8.3. Next Meeting

8.3.1. How can we be productive between meeting

8.3.1.1. Ask editor send text and ask for comments on the reflector

8.3.1.2. Editor would like all to review the 00/452r1 submission and generate text for the draft.

8.3.1.3. Straw poll for teleconferences (for 12 against    2 )

8.3.1.4. Need better process for teleconferences 

8.3.1.5. There will be Teleconference - Review of HCF - Review of text on all of the clauses 10 and 11 - Improve the consensus of EDCF on January 31, February  7 ,14 and order of EDCF - HCF  - Clauses 9, 10.

8.4. TGe QoS adjourned

9. Thursday Evening – Full TGe Session

9.1. TGe called back to order

9.1.1. Need to inform members of password 

9.1.2. Next meeting agenda  -  Prepare draft for letter ballot - agenda time to resolve issues between security group and QoS - Harmonization

9.2. Adjourn

Submission
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Tim Godfrey, Intersil


