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Participants: 

Michael Fischer, Bobby Jose, Srinivas Kandala, Issac Lim Wei Lih, Yoshihiro Ohtani, Tak Pek-Yew

Minutes:

1. Agenda:.

Call to order, Roll call, Approval of Agenda, Approval of minutes of the teleconference on Feb. 4, Review of the documents attached to the mail calling for participation, List outstanding issues, Planning for the resolution of LB30 comments, Planning for the next meeting, Review of new Action Items, Adjourn.

2. Approval of Agenda

No objections

Resolution: Agenda approved.

3. Approval of minutes of the teleconference on Feb. 4:

No objections

Resolution: Minutes approved

4. Review of the documents attached to the mail calling for participation:

Srini reviewed the document.

Comments:

Michael Fischer: The normative text should not make references to the current draft. Instead of saying “devices that are conformant to IEEE 802.11e”, we should say, QSTAs supporting QoS.

Srini: I will make the necessary change.

Srini: Based on the feedback obtained on the reflector, I have decided to move the No Ack bit and Burst Ack to QoS Control. But it is rather counter-intuitive to use the term “No Ack” for a single bit.

Michael: There is no need to stick to the name “No Ack” – just call it a 2-bit Ack Policy.

Srini: Agreed. Moving of these two bits to QoS Control also means that I need to reuse another bit in frame control to signal the Wait functionality within ACK frames.

Michael: Yes, use retry bit and it will be non-controversial as there is no reason anyone will object to it.

Michael: An interesting question of whether it should be ACK or QoS(+)CF-Ack. Highly desirable to use QoS data format for all. There is also a possibility of using QoS(+)CF-Ack as Burst Ack format as well and we should further investigate

Srini: I will take it as an action item and ask on the reflector.

5. List of outstanding issues:

Starting Sequence Control in the Burst Ack request:

Srini: Adding Starting Sequence Control in the request appears to be desired. This will help the receiver to clear its buffer quickly and also for synchronization purposes. Can we put it in an expanded QoS Control?

Michael: We should be careful about adding extra octets in the header. Adding something that is useful for only few applications are usually unpopular with the group. We should look for alternatives. What is the proportion of usage?

Srini: Yes, we need to look at the usage of it. How about putting an offset?

Michael: If it is an offset, we could find some bits.

Srini: How about putting it in the first 8 bits of the QoS Control?

Michael: I need to do some analysis on it. But it does make it more complex. I would like to overlay the CF-Poll.

Ohtani: But synchronization is very important.

Michael: I understand the concept. In isolation, it sounds good. But in practice, espeically when enabled with FEC, the claim that the discard life will not be shorter is dubious. I can see its use in the case of parameterized QoS. But the retrials of the frames should take care of it. If we are expecting a large number of discarded frames, then the more important question would be, “is the MAC going to work well enough?” Questions need to be answered extensively. Is the domain of having explicit control frames worthy of it? Memory is cheap – why complicate the MAC when there is lot of memory.

Ohtani: How do you synchronize?

Michael: Use Action management frames. We should consider the history of the delayed ack as we go forward. Deletion of delayed ack has been called for and we have considerably simplified the concept and came with the burst ack as a compromise. If it gets more and more complex, it will be targeted.

Srini: Would it be possible to have a single control frame for both request and response of burst ack?

Michael: MAC header and control frames should be fixed. If we are going to interpret based on a bit then the length of the frame will depend on that bit. Others will object to it. Consult others as to how they think about it. We should however try to use a mechanism that is clean.

Srini: I will take that as an action item.

Ohtani: Management frames will terminate the TXOP.

Michael: But others will have fewer reasons to vote against it.

Srini: Why not just use control frames for everything?

Michael: Not convinced that it is necessary. Overhead calculations should be made in framing, SIFS etc. And an overhead of an explicit request frame only adds to it. This is not common for IP. Why is it common for this? I need to do some analysis.

Management frames as sole or final frames:

Ohtani: I can use management frame for synchronization. But there is this restriction that the management frames should be either the sole frame or the final frame in a TXOP. That means that after resynchronization, the transmitter should wait until the next TXOP to send any frames.

Michael: The reason why such restriction was there because of the Non-Final bit in QoS data frames. However, due to several changes in Portland and Austin, this bit does not have any normative behavior any more as the continuation of the TXOP can be indicated through the duration field. The HCF ad hoc group is already recommending for the removal of this bit. When this bit is removed, then there is no need for this restriction and it will be removed.

Michael: Srini, you should point out in your slides that we are assuming that the duration and not Non-Final bit will be used to indicate the continuation of the TXOP.

Srini: I will do that.

Bitmap size in the Burst Ack:

Srini: There appears to be a concern that the bitmap size is too long.

Michael: To determine that we should do an OFDM symbol calculation. How many extra symbols it takes needs to be evaluated. See it as a percentage.

Srini: I will take that as an action item.

Michael: The difference may be in noise.

Isaac: It appears that it will take extra 56 microseconds for going from 128 octets to 256 octets at 36 Mbps..

Michael: Control frames should be sent at 24 Mbps unless the basic rate set contains only higher rates. Do your calculation for that. I do not think such an evaluation is really needed for 11 Mbps as I doubt it will be used as much at that rate.

Srini: I will do that.

Any other outstanding issues?

No.

6. Planning for the resolution of LB30 comments

Srini: If we can get resolutions in the next teleconference, I will go through the LB30 comments even though I am not sure how many we can cover before the St. Louis meeting.

Michael: Identify the comments that will not be addressed by this proposal. That probably will reduce some work.

Srini: I will do that.

7. Planning for the next meeting

Srini: I will send out the minutes, updated slides and normative text,  and the comments file. I will also take the actions on the action items and report them in the next meeting.

Isaac: Will there be an announcement of the next teleconference details on the reflector.

Srini: They are same as this one but I will send out a mail.

8. Review of Action Items

1. Send out the minutes.

2. Ask on the reflector on the possible use of QoS(+)CF-Ack for using as Burst Ack response as well.

3. Ask on the reflector if people are agreeable to using a single control frame for both request and response – each with differing lengths.

4. Make a spreadsheet for analyzing the overhead of the bitmap size.

5. Update the slides and normative text.

6. Sort the LB30 comments and mail it on the reflector.

9. Adjourn

The teleconference is adjourned until the next one on Feb. 25th.
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