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Minutes:

1. Agenda:

Call to order, Roll call, Approval of Agenda, Approval of the minutes of the teleconference on Apr. 2nd. Resolution of LB30 comments, Discussion on CC/RR, Planning for the next meeting, Adjourn.

2. Approval of Agenda

No objections

Resolution: Agenda approved.

3. Approval of the minutes of the teleconference on Apr. 2nd.

No objections

Resolution: Minutes approved

4. Resolution of LB30 comments

Comment #1581: John Kowalski suggested that he would give an alternate resolution.

Resolution: Defer it until John K. provides the alternate resolution.

Comment #1723: An unresolved comment, even though the Burst Ack group document addresses it.

Resolution: Alternate resolution in 02/135r7, which has been approved by Tge.

Comment #1741 and #1745: Michael had provisional resolutions for these two comments which are contingent on the availability of the MSCs.

Contact John Fakatselis as to how we can address this. If we are able to get in touch with Michael, we can probably get these MSCs and resolve these comments, else one of us will work on alternate resolutions.

Sunghyun Choi volunteered to work on the alternate resolutions if needed.

Resolution: Defer it for now until we get update from John F.

Number of comments resolved: 1

Number of comments deferred to the floor: 2

Number of comments deferred pending submission: 5

Number of comments reclassified: 0

Number of comments to be processed: 0

Comments that need to be processed: 0

5. Discussion on CC/RR

Bobby Jose sent a document out on the reflector and started discussing it. The main points were:

1. Removal of Queue Size in Bytes from QoS Control field.

2. The main objection is that when the reported in queue size, the framing overhead is not reflected.

3. Not very clear if it should be a single TXOP duration request or aggregate request.

General agreement having one common way is desirable. (Q=question, A=answer, O=opinion)

Q: Should it have the minimum TXOP or the total aggregate?

A: Total aggregate makes more sense because the HC can schedule more efficiently.

Q: Minimum TXOP duration should be somehow conveyed. What if the TXOP allotted is smaller than the minimum TXOP duration that is needed for the transmission of one MPDU?

A: This can be handled in several ways. First, when a QSTA sends an RR (or a QoS Null for the first time) asking the HC to put the QSTA on the polling list, this information can be given in the QoS Control field. If for some reason the HC sends a poll with a smaller TXOP duration, the QSTA can send a QoS Null frame in response with the QoS Control having the minimum TXOP duration.

O: If there is a rate change, this information gets changed again and it has to be sent again – also when the MPDU sizes vary a bit.

O: Yes. However, once the first exchange is finished, why should the report be in TXOP duration? Shouldn’t the QSTA keep on computing the total amount of time needed for clearing its queue? Isnt it better to relegate this computation to the HC which probably has more computing power anyway. I am still not sure but I think I prefer the reporting in bytes and the HC can do the required computation. The HC has all the information regarding the framing overheads once it knows the PHY, rate and the MSDU size.

Q: How does the HC knows the MSDU size?

A: In the TSPEC, there is an element called Nominal MSDU size which can be used.

Q: What if there are wide variations in the frame size?

A: How likely is that? I do not believe it varies signifiantly for more applications.

Q: What if the rate changes?

A: How does it matter? When the rate changes, the queue starts filling faster or slower. Based on the slope of the change, the HC can schedule future polls appropriately.

Q: It may take a long time for the HC to realize that the rate has changed.

A: It really comes down to how the scheduler algorithm has been designed. I think any decent scheduler should be able to respond to these changes if it looks at the first order and second order statistics of the queue size reports.

Q: How does it work for TCs then?

A: Yeah, perhaps for TCs, it may make more sense to have the request in time.

Q: If the STA is going to have the capability of computing the durations for TC why not allow it for all?

A: I think a similar thing can be done for the TCs too, I need to think a little bit more.

Resolution: Keep the queue size reporting for now.

O: I would like to be able to request small durations as well as the large durations. So, I would like to suggest a split scale? How many bits are available in the QoS Control.

A: There are 9 bits assigned for the queue size request/TXOP duration. One bit is for which is being reported. So, you have 8 bits left for the atual reporting.

O: I would like to propose having a split scale. One bit indicates the units of the duration requested in the rest of the bits – like the MSB indicates whether the units are in 32 microseconds or 128 microseconds.

O: I think that will work.

O: I have no problem. But the units need to be worked out carefully to be of much use.

Q: Can we expand the QoS Control field?

A: I have talked to the editor about it and he thought in general there will be opposition to any expansion of the field.

O; Yes, I will oppose it.

O: OK, then I would like to have 8 bits and allow split scale.

No objections.

Resolution: Allow for split scale. Detailed values will be provided by Bobby in the future.

6. Planning for the next meeting

Bobby: I still have some stuff to cover on CC/RR.

Srini: OK, we will continue with the CC/RR discussion and then move onto HC back off.

Resoution: The teleconference on 16hth will deal with CC/RR and the n HC backoff.

7. Review of Action Items

1. Send out the minutes.

2. Take up with John on how to handle the provisional resolutions provided by Michael F.

3. Notify the group of the future ad hoc group teleconference and the topics to be covered.

8. Adjourn

The teleconference is adjourned until the next teleconference on Apr. 16th.
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