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Agenda

IEEE 802.11g Tentative Agenda for
Thursday, June 27, 2002 10:00-11:30am CDT
Conference Call on TGg MAC Issues
1.  Approve Agenda 

2.  Review of yellow items in draft 2.8 in non-clause 19 sections 

a. 3.0 definition of protection mechanism 

b. 7.2.3 order of NonERP Indication element in beacon and probe response frames 

c. 7.3.1.4 deletion of ERP PBCC capability information field bit 

d. 7.3.2 Change of NonERP Indication element to element id 8 

e. 9.6 proposed rate selection text for ERP modes: ERP/OFDM, ERP/PBCC, CCK-OFDM 

f. Annex D: Removal of ERP-PBCCOptionImplemented variable

3.  Discussion of new "protection" mechanisms enabled by 802.11e draft (beyond RTS/CTS and CFPoll already present in 802.11-1999) 

4.  Discussion of whether we want to make additional protection mechanism available in draft 802.11g (i.e., without 802.11e QoS facilities) (e.g. from past paers, OFDM-only contention period, CTS initiated sequences, multi-pumped exchanges) 

5. Call for any discussion on comments that readers may not feel are adequately addressed: 

        a. An issue raised by Adrian via email regarding a comment not addressed fully in 9.6 

        b. Others? 

6. Questions 

        a. A clarification question raised by Terry regarding CWmin=15: does the new value apply for all ERP modulation methods all the time, viz., DSS, CCK, PBCC, CCK-OFDM, OFDM, or only OFDM ? It's currently defined within the OFDM sub-clause but refers to "the ERP Phy". 

        b. Others?

Minutes

A roll call was taken.  John Terry will chair the meeting because Matthew was unable to attend.  The agenda was accepted as proposed.

The session was turned over to Terry Cole.

Item #2 on the agenda was discussed.  We are discussing draft 2.8.

No one felt that there was a problem with clause 3.0 definition.

7.2.3 we believe that we should 

7.3.1.4 we are no longer planning to use bit 14.  The STA that uses PBCC will use the PBCC bit and send the rate in the rate field.

Carl: If you are implementing PBCC, what rates need to be supported?

Terry: Since Annex A is not on the agenda, lets discuss this briefly.

Carl:

Sean: We agreed that since we have PBCC we support some subset of the rate.

Terry: The way we are using the bits seems to be okay with you (Sean).

Sean: There doesn’t seem to be a problem with PBCC.

Terry: The bit changes are fine.  You either support 22, 11, 5.5 or all of the rates.

Carl: Should be have a MIB bit that says the PBCC ERP option is supported?

Terry: That is item f) in the agenda.  Let’s discuss that now.  We think that we can remove the section from Annex D.  We will have to conclude this in Vancouver.

2.d) 7.3.2 Added the word appropriately.  This seems to be acceptable to everyone.

2.e) 9.6 This is the multi-rate discussion.

Carl: For sense of completeness, we should put the whole of 9.6 from the .11b Corrigendum and then modify from there.  This now shows the entire text and how we would change it.

Terry: 

Carl: We have had the discussion that the CF period doesn’t necessarily protect the frame.

Terry: The question to ask: This the text as proposed? Does anyone feel this sentence needs to be changed for 802.11g.

Sean: I will have to think about this.

Terry:  WE have had more trouble with the plain ACK.  The second paragraph we have had more trouble with, but we came to a conclusion.

Xxxx: The rate is not adequate enough.  We should state rate and modulaton.

Terry: Rate and “PHY options” is perhaps better.

Carl: We can do that.

Terry: That seems good.  We propose that this text should be amended with “Rate and PHY options” for clarity.  This needs to be minited carefully.  There was no objection, but failry quiet support.

Carl: The last three paragraphs basically say that we should ACK with the same PHY option.  The ACK to a fragment

Terry: This is the best that group was able to come up with.

Terry: The definition of a protection mechanism still needs to be adhered to.  I wonder if that means if protection is required.  It is not clear if you can ever send an OFDM fragment.

Menzo: It is strange that the data frame donesn’t protect anything, but the ACK does.

Terry: The protection mechanism says that all STAs need to have their NAV updated before sending OFDM fragment.

Terry: If there are no hidden nodes, the ACK is heard by everyone.

1) You don’t choose to use OFDM for the fragment.

2) You use OFDM and the de

Smart applications would try to use CCK ACKs to all fragments.

Menzo: I think if this sentence were not there, it would have no effect.

Terry: There are two possibilities of why we should discuss this.  

Menzo: I don’t want to make a big issue out of this.

Terry: Perhaps there is a bigger problem.  Are we messing up 802.11e?  This sentence may still apply in EDCF.  Is there an interaction between this sentence and .11e?  I ought to be able to send OFDM control frames in the middle of EDCF.  This sentence may put a constraint on .11e.  Perhaps this is superfluious.

The second senctence for fragmentation is possibly superfluious for DCF because the requirement of the protection mechanism must also be met.  Additionally we are unclear whether this sentence is necessary for EDCF and HCF.  Even in the case of PCF this sentence is unnecessary.

Menzo:  I think that hearing all of this, we should remove the sentence.

Terry: This sentence should be replaced with a mention that in the case of fragmentation the control frames need

Sean: We should minute what we are doing here, but not make any changes.

Terry: We are not suggesting that we change the draft.  We miniting this as the opionion of a small group of people.

Sean:  I can’t really commet.

Terry: We are not changing the text of the group.

Question: We 

Carl: We should replace these last three sentence with a single clear sentence.

Terry: We have just discussed some of these issues.  We need to change this sentence to apply to the other two.

The intention is to note that in the case of fragmentation we need to obey the protection mechanism.  In Sydney someone stated that everyone needs to hear the ACK.

Carl:  We can’t put any words for HCF because it doesn’t exist yet.

Terry: This perhaps causes efficency problems.  There is not 

Carl: I can scratch the three last paragraphs and put in a statement.

Terry: This second sentence needs be addressed.

We like the first sentence.  The second sentence has some problems.  We will defer until either the next MAC call or Vancouver.

Moving on to the third sentence…. We can’t say mandatory PBCC rate because there is no such thing.  That is one of the problems.

Sean: Perhaps we should defer the discussion.

Menzo: The paragraphs seem to exclude the use of CCK ACKs?

Carl: It is excluded, but it wasn’t thought to be a problem.

Menzo: This 

Xxxx: perhaps we should remove this restriction.

Carl: The RTS/CTS is what protects the exchange.  

Thre is no protection mechanism is PBCC and CCK-OFDM…

Menzo: Then intentent is to say that we can use the same mechanism, but you don’t have to.

Terry: In the case of OFDM, we are trying to force all stations to do something efficient.

Menzo: On the other hand, the rate and modulation of the ACK needs to be know.

Terry: In Sydney, we noted that we have to know the length.

Terry: We should note that the second and third paragraphs are overly restrictive.  We want to allow people to use PBCC to respond to PBCC, but we don’t want to force them to.

How negligible is the modulation for the NAV.

Sean: Let me suggest that we defer this discussion and move on.

Summary: Since all stations can detect the preamble and there is protection involved, why do we need to mandate the modulation format and speed of the control response.

Menzo: That is not the issue.  The response needs to be deterministic.

We just wanted to minute the issue and move on.

Moving on to agenda item 3.

In Sydney we discussed that we would have new protection mechanisms available once TGe is finished.  What new protection mechanisms are available.

Paraphrasing:  The answer is that any transmit opportunity under HCF allows us to set the NAV of all stations.  

Menzo: The NAV setting rules have been loosened.

EDCF and “polled” access mechanism

In EDCF RTS/CTS or CTS can be used to update the NAV of all stations.  In the polled mechanism of .11e the control frame with the NAV is sent to all stations in the network prior to sending OFDM.  The polled station can also sent a CTS to self.

These things have to be used when TGg protection is used.

It is important to note that the DCF and PCF rules are unchanged by TGe.

If we are .11e compliant, we have a richer set of protection mechanisms.  If you are not ‘e’ compliant, it doesn’t have any effect.

Moving on to 4. Do we want to add any new “protection” mechanisms?

Carl: Do we want to add the e mechanisms to make sure we get them in there?

Menzo: If this group wants to do that, then I see as the candidate as the CTS to self and DCF bursting (“multi-pumped exchanges).  Those would be the preferred choices.

Terry: Are there other views?

Menzo: I wouldn’t be bothered by adding the CTS to self or bursting.  This is a great efficiency enhancement.

John:  We have five minutes left.  We should wrap up.

Terry:  We will have to have the next conference call.

Sean: I will be gone next week, so I have a comment on the CWmin.  The original rationale is that we are going to higher rates, so we are trying to mitigate the time on the air.

Menzo: If it joins a legacy BSS, it should not use 15.  The intent was that.

Terry: If you use one of the three new modulation modes, we are to use the 15 value.

Terry: You can see why I brought it up and the current draft does not resolve the issues.

Terry: We should use the follow-on conference call.  We should start with 4.  If we want a new protection mechanism, we need to bring that forward.

Carl: It should be an official document for the proposal.

Terry:  If we think that this is worth while, we need a proposal.  The big item will be 4.  Please contact Terry.  If there are other issues, please raise the issues.

John: Thanks.

The conference call concluded.
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