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Srinivas Kandala, Issac Lim Wei Lih, Yoshihiro Ohtani, Liewen Wu, Toru Ueda

Minutes:

1. Agenda:.

Call to order, Roll call, Approval of Agenda, Approval of minutes of the teleconference on Feb. 25, Review of the documents attached to the mail calling for participation, List outstanding issues, 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. 25:

No objections

Resolution: Minutes approved

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

Srini reviewed the document.

5. List of outstanding issues:

Change of Bitmap Size from 256 octets to 128 octets:

Srini: It has been shown that the increase in overhead is substantial when the bitmap size is 256 octets and your burst is much smaller. Any objection for the change?

None

Resolution: Bitmap Size in BurstAck frame will be changed to 128 octets.

Retry Limit for BurstAckReq:

Ohtani: I’ll defer it as there are not too many people on the call.

Resolution: Deferred.

Wait bit in ACK frames:

Srini: Jie Liang pointed out to me that the Wait bit in the ACK frames is not necessary as the response frame can be easily identified from the context. If the Burst Ack policy is immediate, the ACK implies a “Wait” and if it is delayed, it implies that the response will be coming later. Any objections for its removal? This also means that we will not be using any bits in Frame Control which has to be a good thing.

Ohtani: I agree with it and we can remove it.

Isaac: No objection

Resolution: Remove the Wait bit and make the response to an ACK frame based on the Burst Ack policy.

Type of Burst Ack in Ack Policy in QoS Control:

Srini: Adrian pointed out that there is no new information being conveyed by the type of Burst Ack. If anything, it creates error situations if the originator introduces conflicts by negotiating one type of burst ack but encoding a different value. As it does not add anything, and only creates error situations, I recommend that we remove it.

Ohtani, Isaac: Agreed.

Resolution: Remove Burst Ack type from Ack Policy in QoS Control. Combine the two into one and leave the remaining combination reserved.

Use of Delete Burst Ack by the recipient instead of Define Burst Ack response for tear down:

Srini: Adrian pointed out that this would make it more consistent. I don’t mind. Any objections?

None.

Resolution: The recipient shall also use Delete Burst Ack for tear down. Introduce a bit “Direction” in the frame to indicate if it is sent by the originator or the recipient.

Recovery after a peer failure:

Srini: This is also something Adrian pointed out. We need to provide the recovery rules. How long should you wait before you tear-down the Burst Ack

Liewen: Do it like in TCP/IP, tie it to the Time to Live of packets.

Ohtani: For TS, we can use the Inactivity interval.

Srini: OK, for TS it shall be Inactivity Interval, for TC, it shall be dot11MaxMSDULifetime. Any more comments?

None.

Resolution: Insert a new subclause which talks about recovery after a peer failure. The timeout value will be Inactivity Interval for TS and dot1MaxMSDULifetime for TC.

Relationship with TSPEC:

Srini: We should clarify how it works with TSPEC. Essentially we have two set ups – one for TSPEC and the other for Burst Ack. Also, we have to define which one comes first.

Isaac: I think the Burst Ack setup should come first.

Srini: But what happens if the TSPEC is not granted? I think it should come first.

Ohtani: (missed what he said).

Resolution: Srini will create the message sequence charts and also will write text to clarify the relation and will look for any feedback from others.

Remove Unsolicited Burst Ack:

Srini: No unsolicited proponents. We should defer this.

Resolution: Deferred.

Support Hierarchy:

Srini: The Define Burst Ack Request frame suggests which type it wants to use and the receiver can change it. This means that there is a hierarchy. We need to say something about this.

Ohtani: As far as the sender is concerned, it doesn’t make any difference what type of Burst Ack is being used.

Isaac: It is really the recipient’s choice.

Ohtani: We should remove the Burst Ack policy in the Define Burst Ack Request frame and let the receiver decide what it wants based on its capability and resources.

Isaac: I agree with this.

Srini: Any objections to accept this.

 None.

Resolution: Remove Burst Ack policy from Define Burst Ack Request QoS Action Management frame.

Adding Re-ordering Buffer Size to the Define Burst Ack Request frame:

Srini: This is also Adrian’s suggestions. Adding Re-ordering Buffer Size will give an upper bound to the recipient as to how much it can allocate and help in optimization.

Ohtani: Sender can send more effectively if there is more buffer available at the receiver than the amount allocated on the sender side. It can flush out the acknowledged ones and fill with new frames and send all of them in the burst.

Resolution: This suggestion is declined.

6. Resolution of LB30 comments

	Comment #
	Resolution

	1060
	Accepted. Delayed Burst Ack has been introduced in the ad hoc group's proposal.

	1061
	Accepted. Text in ad hoc group's proposal addresses this.

	1062
	Accepted. Text in ad hoc group's proposal reflects this.

	1064
	Rejected. It was felt that the Burst Ack frame should be of fixed size..

	1065
	Rejected. This recommended change makes the mechanism more complex and may conceivably add more overhead

	1068
	Declined.  The mechanism needs to support fragmentation of MSDU to the maximum number of MPDUs.

	1069
	Not clear what comment 42 is.

	1070
	The mechnaism needs to support fragmentation of MSDUs.

	1159
	Accepted. Capability bit has been defined for the use of the mechanism. FEC has its own capability bit and when set in combination, burst ack can be used with FEC.

	1253
	Accepted. Retry Interval has been deleted from the draft.

	1264
	Accepted. Updated the Burst Ack. For the rest, we refer to HCF group.

	1269
	Accepted. It has been deleted.

	1271
	Accepted. But a slightly different encoding scheme has been adopted.

	1274
	Accepted.

	1282
	Accepted. The paragraph has been deleted.

	1284
	Accepted. The paragraph has been deleted.

	1286
	Accepted. The proposal of the ad hoc group addresses this.

	1287
	First part accepted. Retries of Burst Ack Req is upto implementation.

	1292
	First part accepted. Second part declined. Immediate ACK may be used if there is only one MPDU needs to be sent.

	1296
	Accepted.

	1309
	Accepted. Editor has fixed this in 2.0a

	1310
	Accepted. Retry Interval has been deleted

	1312
	Accepted.

	1316
	Accepted. Delayed Ack has been removed.

	1318
	Accepted. Retry Interval and Delayed Ack have been deleted.

	1320
	Accepted. A new encoding scheme has been presented in the ad hoc group proposal.

	1321
	Normal means the regular ACK or QoS (+) CF-Ack. Not normal means other type of acknowledgements.

	1323
	Delayed Ack has been deleted.

	1326
	Accepted. Retry Interval has been deleted and retransmit behavior is upto the implementation.

	1327
	Accepted. Retry Interval has been deleted.

	1330
	Accepted

	1335
	Rejected. No Ack bit has been deleted.

	1336
	Accepted. A new encoding mechanism is presented in the ad hoc group proposal.

	1337
	Declined. Burst Ack mechanism is different from No Acknowledgement.

	1700
	Accepted. The mechanism is enhanced by the ad hoc group proposal.

	1701
	Synchronization bounds are provided. Piggybacking Burst Ack requests onto QoS Data frames has been  declined by the ad hoc group.

	1702
	Accepted. Delayed Burst Ack has been added to the ad hoc group proposal.

	1703
	Accepted. The ad hoc group proposal addresses issues raised.

	1705
	Accepted. The Burst Ack mechanism has been enhanced to address the issues raised.

	1707
	Accepted. Starting Sequence Control in BurstAckReq and BurstAck can be used for recovery.

	1709
	Declined. A negotiation based setup has been added to Burst Ack mechanism.

	1710
	Declined. Burst Ack is negotiated per TID.

	1711
	Declined. Burst Ack is negotiated per TID.

	1712
	Accepted. The number of bursts supported and the burst size is upto the implementation in the ad hoc group proposal.

	1713
	Burst Ack can be used with a TSPEC as well as  with a TC. Signaling mechanism has been described in the ad hoc group proposal.

	1715
	The commentor is correct. While you can start a burst by winning an EDCF contention, you may transmit only one MSDU (I.e., one fragment burst).


Number of comments resolved: 46

Number of comments reclassified: 0

Number of comments to be processed: 24

Comments that need to be processed: 

1714, 1716-17, 1719-20, 1723-38, 1852, 2000, 2001

7. Planning for the next meeting

Srini: Next week is the St. Louis meeting. I would like to have an ad hoc group meeting on Monday, Mar. 11,  from 9:00 AM to 12:00 noon. I will post it on the website. We will discuss the outstanding issues and then work on the remaining LB30 comments. I think we will be able to complete them.

8. Review of Action Items

1. Send out the minutes.

2. Update the presentation and normative text with the resolutions in the teleconference.

3. Notify the group of the next ad hoc group meeting

9. Adjourn

The teleconference is adjourned until the next face-to-face meeting on Mar. 11.
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