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Participants: 

Sunghyun Choi, Sean Coffey, Cees Klik, Lior Ophir

Memo:

We discussed the following comments during the teleconferences: 

Each comment is reprented with the following format:

ID No.
Commenter
Specific Clause

· Comment:

· Recommended Change:

· Recommanded Disposition by the Ad hoc group:

ID 1404

Batra, Anuj

7.5

· what happens if FEC bit is decoded incorrectly, but packet is still FEC encoded?

· provide mechanism to deal with this case
· Rejected. Instead, we will provide an informative note for this.
Relying on the correctness of the FEC bit is only a possible decoding policy. Another alternative, which decodes any frame with incorrect FCS check, does not get affected by a wrong FEC bit.

ID 1412

Gubbi, Rajugopal

7.5

· FEC indication is there both in TSPEC and Qos-control. Since MAC implementations prefer to limit as much as possible to frame by frame processing (as opposed a string/stream of frames) FEC bit in Qos-control is a good idea. The issue in having FEC bit at two places is as to which one takes precedence if FEC bit is Qos-control is different from that was in TSPEC for the same TSID. Clearly state that if a TS was negotiated not to use FEC, the frames for that TS shall not have FEC bit to set 1 in their Qos-control field.

· Clearly state that "if a TS was negotiated not to use FEC, the frames for that TS shall always have FEC bit to set 0 in their Qos-control field"

· Accepted by replacing "QoS Control" with "Frame Control".
ID 1161

Ecclesine, Peter

.3.1.4

· FEC and Bridge Portal are part of QBSS, and are taking valuable bits in the Capability Information field

· move FEC and Bridge Portal bits and text from Capability Information field, and add them to the Extended Capability 7.3.2.17 as explicit examples in Figure 42.15
· We will discuss it with the Frame Format ad hoc group.

ID 1283

Ho, Jin-Meng

.3.2.15

· Ack and FEC policy should be on a per MPDU basis so that it is applicable to MPDUs belonging to TCs which do not have a TSPEC, and is adaptable on a per frame basis.

· Revise the text of this subclause as suggested in doc. IEEE 802.11-02/005r0.

· Partially accepted: FEC can be used for a frame not belonging to a TS. FEC may not be used for a frame of a TS of which TSPEC had FEC bit set to one. FEC shall not be used for a frame of a TS of which TSPEC had FEC bit set to zero.
ID 1418

Ho, Jin-Meng

7.5

· MAC-level FEC should be performed on a per frame basis to allow for flexibility.

· Revise the text of this subclause .

· Particially accepted: See Id 1283.
ID 1536

Kandala, Srinivas

9.10.1

· All the (+) CF-Poll frames should be non FEC encoded as the recipient may not respond within SIFS.

· Add the  line, "Any (+) CF-Polls sent by the HC shall not be FEC encoded as the recipients may not respond within this short duration", in the first paragraph after, "The HC gains control of the WM as needed to send QoS traffic to QSTAs and to issue (+) CF-Polls to QSTAs by waiting a shorter time between transmissions than the stations using EDCF or DCF access procedures"

· We couldn’t conclude it yet. Sunghyun wanted to reject the comment by accepting Michael Fischer’s opinion posted in the reflector. Michael said that he wanted to even allow the FEC encoding to any type of frames assuming that the real-time FEC decoding will be realized in the near future. Lior however had a concern about this possibility as he was worried about the possibility that a stupid HC would encode a CF-poll frame even if there are some stations which cannot decode the FEC-encoded frames. 
Feb. 11th (Mon) 11am EST

Participants: 

Sunghyun Choi, Sean Coffey, John Kowalski

Memo:

· FEC bit (and QoS Control field) location 

· Is fixing the location desirable/needed? Yes

· Will raise this in Frame Format ad hoc group

· Address 4 with zero padding or not 

· Treat the first 32 octects of the MPDU as RS-encoded without zero padding 
· Participants will check whether it is a good idea.

· FEC and FEC-Immediate ACK in Capability or Extended Capability Information 

· Currently in Capability information 
· Need to consolidate with other candidates via Frame Format ad hoc group

· FEC-encodable frame subtypes 

· Discussion

· no FEC for non-QoS data frame? Yes

· no FEC for QoS data frame with Null bit set ? Yes

· no FEC for QoS data frame with CF-Poll bit set ? Yes

· no FEC for QoS data frame with CF-ACK bit set ? Maybe

· The question now is whether to allow FEC-encoding to (1) QoS Data frame only or (2) QoS Data and QoS Data + CF-ACK frames; will raise this question to the reflector.

· Further clarification relationship between FEC bits on each frame and TSPEC 

· Whether FEC can be used for a stream of which TSPEC does not have FEC bit set?

· When TSPEC has FEC=0, is a frame belonging to the stream allowed to be FEC-encoded? No
· When TSPEC has FEC=1, is a frame belonging to the stream allowed not to be FEC-encoded? Yes
· Will raise this question to the reflector.
Feb. 4th (Mon) 11am EST

Participants: 

Sunghyun Choi, Sean Coffey, George Dickman, Cees Klik, John Kowalski, Thomas Kuehnel, Jie Liang, Lior Ophir.

Memo:

1. Review of the changes made during the last session in Dallas, TX

· Change 1: 

· added FEC-Immediate ACK into the Capability bits

· Change 2: 

· moved the FEC bit from QoS Control to bit 15 of Frame Control field for QoS data type frame

· Adopted normative text of Clause 7.5 in 02/114r0.

· Reflected change 2 above in the description.

· Clarification on the roles of the FEC bits in each frame and TS Info field of TSPEC element.

· Adoption from 02/003r0.

2. Technical discussion

· CRC for FEC’ed frame

· A letter ballot comment of Jie Liang

· Adding a CRC for header part to detect the FEC bit error in each frame is desirable.

· Jie will provide some simultion results next time.

· Interleaving for FEC  

· Letter ballot comments of George Dickman 

· The group is looking for more hard data to show the effectiveness of the interleaving

· Sean Coffey is working on simulation; to present some next meetings or so.

· .11g PLCP SERVICE field problem

· .11a SERVICE field problem for .11e FEC is also true with .11g OFDM

· Sunghyun Choi made a presentation/proposal to TGg (see 02/050r0)

· Desired that TGg handles this problem by making a new SERVICE field format optional, which will be used along with the 802.11e MAC FEC.

3. Action Items for the next meeting

· Anybody to forward editorial comments of Clause 7.5 to John Kowalski.

· John Kowalski to post a revision of 02/114r0.

· Sunghyun to post the meeting memo and list of pending comments to discuss during the next teleconference.
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