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1. Monday Afternoon

1.1. Secretary

1.1.1. Tim Godfrey

1.2. Call to order

1.2.1. 3:30 PM

1.3. Agenda

1.3.1. Proposed Agenda

1.3.1.1. Approval of Minutes

1.3.1.2. Policies overview

1.3.1.3. Schedule Overview

1.3.1.4. Reorganization of TGe

1.3.1.4.1. SubGroups

1.3.1.4.2. Ad Hoc Groups

1.3.1.5. Review and Questions on Requirements

1.3.1.6. Call for Papers

1.3.1.7. Presentation of Papers

1.3.1.8. Liaison to P1363

1.3.1.9. New Business

1.3.1.10. Next Meeting Agenda

1.3.1.11. Presentation to WG

1.3.2. Discussion on Proposed Agenda

1.3.2.1. The task group voted by motion in May to develop answers to document 060 on QoS questions. This needs to be on the agenda

1.3.2.2. The task group has also voted to liaison with P1363, and it is not on the agenda.

1.3.3. Approval of Agenda

1.3.3.1. Approved by consent without objection

1.4. Approval of Minutes

1.4.1. No Discussion

1.4.2. Approved by consent without objection

1.5. Policy overview

1.5.1. Approximately 15 new members.

1.5.2. Review of voting rights, attendance book, etc.

1.5.3. Review of key motions

1.6. Schedule Overview

1.6.1. PAR calls for draft to be put together by November meeting. We are behind schedule, but we have mature proposals that are ready to go. We can make up time that was lost.

1.6.2. We are addressing QoS and Security primarily, with other papers on other enhancements, such as DFS, TPC, load balancing, etc.

1.7. Reorganization of TGe

1.7.1. Sub Groups

1.7.1.1. Split into three groups for individual technical topics, and then come together to generate a combined report.

1.7.1.2. QoS Subgroup (plus misc topics)

1.7.1.3. Security and Authentication

1.7.1.4. DFS / TPC

1.7.2. Motion to split Task Group E into three sub groups: 1) QoS and Misc 2) Security and Authentication, 3) DFS / TPC 

1.7.2.1. Moved Harry Worstell

1.7.2.2. Seconded John

1.7.2.3. Discussion

1.7.2.3.1. This motion is outside the PAR and out of order  Bob 0’Hara.

1.7.2.3.2. Chair overrules out of order

1.7.2.3.3. Appeal the chair 

1.7.2.3.4. Discussion

1.7.2.3.5. Call the question – John K

1.7.2.3.5.1.  Question is called - Vote 34:0:7

1.7.2.3.6. Vote on the appeal – Yes votes support the chair

1.7.2.3.6.1. Vote 30:2:8. The chair’s ruling stands

1.7.2.4. Discussion continues on main motion

1.7.2.4.1. Motion to amend to:

Motion to split Task Group E into three sub groups: 1) QoS and Misc 2) Security and Authentication.

 Some meeting time will be provide for those interested in DFS / TPC to figure out how to best accomplish the goals they have in mind.

1.7.2.4.2. Amendment acceptable to Mover and Seconder

1.7.2.4.3. Discussion on Amendment

1.7.2.4.3.1. We should split into two groups, not three. The DFS/TPC could be handled in the QoS Group.

1.7.2.4.3.2. In favor of splitting into two motions. We have limited time, we need to move forward. In favor of this motion.

1.7.2.4.3.3. In document 245r1, we already have requirements for DFS / TPC

1.7.2.4.3.4. Call the question Duncan / Harry

1.7.2.4.3.4.1. Vote on calling the question: Passes 34:2:8 question is called

1.7.2.4.4. Vote on motion to amend:

1.7.2.4.4.1. passes 14:9:17

1.7.3. Main Motion:

Motion to split Task Group E into sub groups: 1) QoS 2) Security and Authentication.

Some meeting time will be provide for those interested in DFS / TPC to figure out how to best accomplish the goals they have in mind.

1.7.3.1. Discussion

1.7.3.1.1. There is no way the TGe scope of work can be done in a short period of time. We will discuss setting up a study group to deal with DFS/TPC. In favor of this motion

1.7.3.1.2. Concern of overlapping session times for those who wish to participate in all of them.

1.7.3.1.3. What happens if the sub-groups get done at a different time? This is under one PAR.

1.7.3.1.4. Call the question John K / Harry

1.7.3.1.5. Called without objection

1.7.3.2. Vote on motion: Passes 35:0:3

1.7.4. Motion to limit debate on all motions to 15 minutes, except debate on amendments to motions which will be limited to 5 minutes per amendment.

1.7.4.1. Moved John Kowalski

1.7.4.2. Seconded 

1.7.4.3. Discussion

1.7.4.3.1. Opposed to this because these topics need extensive discussion. Is it in appropriate to amend Roberts Rules in this way?

1.7.4.3.2. By Roberts Rules, this cannot apply

1.7.4.4. Chair will continue with the assumption that this is in order.

1.7.4.5. The motion to limit debate is a subsidiary motion, not a main motion.

1.7.4.6. There must be a main motion on the floor to bring it up.

1.7.4.7. Ruled Out of Order

1.7.4.8. Call for the orders of the day

1.7.5. Ad Hoc Groups under TGe

1.7.5.1. These sub groups need some working time.

1.7.5.2. These will be announced so they can meet

1.7.5.3. Review of progress in setting up the simulation framework from Matthew Sherman’s ad hoc group

1.8. Questions on Requirements

1.8.1. Paper 066

1.8.1.1. Task Group E has never taken any official action.

1.8.1.2. Have the questions in document 066 been answered to the group’s satisfaction?

1.8.1.3. Document 126 was created as answers to the question in document 166.

1.8.1.4. Motion that document 126 “Answers to QoS Questions” be accepted as the answers in document 066 “QoS Questions”.

1.8.1.4.1. There are questions in document 066 and 119.

1.8.1.4.2. Chair asks to defer this motion until the group has been able to review these documents.

1.9. Call for Papers

1.9.1. Do any authors of papers that were submitted last time and not presented want to skip the presentation?

1.9.1.1. Document 204

1.9.2. New Papers, or papers not on the list

1.9.2.1. Document 190, Mika, Steve Gray (on TPC)

1.9.2.2. Document 269, Steve Gray (QoS)

1.9.2.3. Document 154,  Harold (DFS/TPC)

1.9.2.4. Document 267, Harold (QoS)

1.9.2.5. Document 292, 293 Jesse (Security)

1.9.2.6. Document 275, Dave (Security)

1.9.2.7. Document 254 (submission only, no presentation) Michael Fischer (QoS)

1.9.2.8. Document 195r2 Sunghyun  (DFS/TPC)

1.9.2.9. Document 286 Sri (QoS)

1.9.2.10. Document 271 John (QoS)

1.9.2.11. Document NNN Duncan (QoS)

1.9.2.12. Document 270, Greg (DFS/TPC)

1.10. Questions on Requirements

1.10.1. Motion that document 126 “Answers to QoS Questions” be accepted as the answers in document 066 “QoS Questions”.

1.10.1.1. Moved Greg Parks

1.10.1.2. Second Raju Gubbi

1.10.2. Discussion on Motion

1.10.2.1. Does the document 126 answer both document 066 and 119? 

1.10.2.2. 119 referred to security questions. 126 is a response to 066.

1.10.2.3. We still need to answer the questions in 119.

1.10.2.4. Concern that 126 does not provide answers to all the questions. For example what are the parameters of QoS that cross the service access point?

1.10.2.5. In the functional requirements document 245, we limit QoS parameters to 802.1pq tags. Speaks in favor of this motion. This document supports what we already ratified.

1.10.2.6. These questions are not binding on further work we do. The requirements are specified in document 245

1.10.2.7. The motion in May was to have the task group complete the steps – answer the questions in 066, use the answers to define functional requirements. We need to come up with 802.11e positions that provide answers to these questions.

1.10.2.8. Suggestion that the motion from May could be withdrawn.

1.10.2.9. Call the question

1.10.2.10. Vote on the motion:

1.10.2.10.1. Motion passes 20:5:9

1.10.3. Is there any objection to move on with the presentations at this point?

1.10.3.1. Based on the assumption that these papers might answer the questions.

1.10.3.2. What about the development of the evaluation criteria and metrics. We should know the criteria and metrics before the proposal presentation.

1.10.3.3. The group should not go into papers that are not related to requirements.

1.10.3.4. Have we spent enough time addressing requirements? Can we move to the next step? 

1.10.3.5. Move that we table any discussion of requirements, which are specified in document 245r1.

1.10.3.5.1. Cannot move to table unless there is a motion.

1.10.3.6. Are we going to change the requirements as we go along? If necessary. 

1.10.3.7. Document 245 is the set of requirements we are operating from. 

1.10.3.8. Are we constraining papers to only address those functional requirements?

1.10.3.9. How many papers address requirements in document 245? Simulation criteria and metrics is the only one to specifically augment or supplement the requirements.

1.10.3.10. Have we done enough to set baseline requirements? Can we move on to address technical papers?

1.10.3.11. At the end of the last meeting we were satisfied with the requirements? Why are we discussing this? Lets move on?

1.10.4. Is there any objection to move on with the presentations of papers

1.10.4.1.1. No Objections

1.11. Presentation of papers

1.11.1. TGe Metrics and Criteria Ad Hoc Group Summary Report

1.11.1.1. Greg Parks

1.11.1.2. Document 196r2

1.11.1.3. Discussion

1.11.1.3.1. Are we going to tie this to particular requirements? Yes, that is done in slide 7.

1.12. Adjourn until 6:45PM

2. Monday Evening

2.1. Call to order at 7:00PM

2.2. Presentations of Papers

2.2.1. TGe Metrics and Criteria Ad Hoc Group Summary Report

2.2.1.1. Continued discussion of document 196r2

2.2.1.1.1. There are more things to differentiate proposals than there are functional requirements.

2.2.1.1.2. We don’t require any particular topology but they must be specified to be able to do simulations.

2.2.1.1.3. Every proposal would go through this simulation matrix, and compare results with the base 802.11 performance.

2.2.1.1.4. It was implied that the simulations might have confidential elements within. If the proposal can be disclosed, why not the simulation? We need to adopt a policy that that is not allowed. There may be ballot issues. 

2.2.1.1.5. Speaks in favor of open-source models for simulation.

2.2.1.1.6. Consider creating an evaluation matrix for proposals.

2.3. Logistics

2.3.1. How many people plan to attend DFS/TPC group, in lieu of other meetings? Approximately 10 people.

2.3.2. How many people plan to attend the security and authentication group? Approximately 10 people.

2.3.3. How many people plan to attend the QoS group? Approximately 34 people.

2.3.4. Assignment for sub groups’ output. Starting from Requirements document and Evaluation Criteria. What is a meaningful milestone?

2.3.4.1. What can the security group accomplish this week? An outline of a converged proposal 802.11, not solving the details. 

2.3.5. Is it time to assign an Editor for TGe?

2.3.5.1. The editor would determine where and how the proposals are turned into the Standard text.

2.3.5.2. The editor is an editor, not an author. The editor makes sure the document is correct and consistent. 

2.3.6. Do we want separate documents or integrated?

2.3.6.1. We must have a single document that replaces text in the standard, to insure it is internally consistent.

2.3.6.2. Various authors must come up with components, and the editor verifies consistency.

2.3.6.3. 802.3 ab or ac are good examples of techniques for a supplemental standard. They capture the “whats” as wells as the “whys”. The “whats” have to be based on the existing text in clauses 7, 9, and 10. New behaviors should be in entirely new clauses or annexes

2.3.7. How many people in the QoS group consider that they have proposals (addressing all of the requirements that have been specified)?

2.3.7.1. One proposal (AT&T/Sharewave)

2.3.8. How many complete proposals do we have for Security?

2.3.8.1. Three proposals.

2.4. Presentations of Papers

2.4.1. A Simulation Framework for Evaluation of 802.11 MAC Enhancements

2.4.1.1. Document 245

2.4.1.2. presented by Matt Sherman, AT&T

2.4.1.3. Questions

2.4.1.3.1. How do we integrate the two approaches (NS and OpNet)? The group is open to anyone, and welcomes assistance. Wednesday 10:30 to 12 .

2.4.1.3.2. Planning on having a tutorial on the simulation framework in November. 

2.4.1.3.3. We need to decide on the output format – how do we demonstrate the information?

2.4.1.3.4. The common output format would allow different analyses from a single simulation run.

2.4.2. General Discussion

2.4.2.1. What do we need to do to get on the right path. What is missing?

2.4.2.2. How are we going from separate group working back to a single solution?

2.4.2.3. Example – fast Ethernet – three different groups worked in parallel, and wrote different chapters.

2.4.2.4. Does the work in task group F affect what we do? 

2.4.2.5. The process is not clear, written down, and not agreed upon by the group. Is there benefit to writing down the process? Perhaps in an Ad Hoc group between meetings?

2.4.2.6. Proposals must address at least one functional requirement, not all. 

2.4.2.7. Have we established whether the evaluation criteria are the standard against which proposals are evaluated?

2.4.2.8. We are still waiting for simulations to compare proposals with what we have already.

2.4.2.9. We need to deal with how to integrate pieces of proposals that are not complete, and integrate the three subgroups.

2.4.2.10. The Task Group  needs to generate a simple flow-chart to show the process.

2.4.3. MPEG-2 High Rate Video over 1394 and Implications for 802.11e

2.4.3.1. Document 271

2.4.3.2. John Kowalski, Sharp

2.4.3.3. Discussion

2.4.3.3.1. What is there in 1394 that requires the mapping be done via 802.1p/q tags? There is none – we need to map the priorities some how. 

2.4.3.3.2. Is there any end to end QoS signaling? Not sure.

2.4.4. Final discussion

2.4.5. Chair selection of sub groups

2.4.5.1. Nominate chair people for sub groups tomorrow morning.

2.4.5.2. Are sub groups empowered to make decisions? Same Task Group voting rules apply.

2.4.5.3. Security SubGroup

2.4.5.3.1. Nomination – Dave Halasz

2.4.5.3.2. Any Objection to have Dave Halasz for the chairperson for the Security SubGroup. No objections.

2.4.5.4. DFS / TPC Group (an ad hoc group sponsored by TGe: all members can vote) 

2.4.5.4.1. Nomination – Carl Temme

2.4.5.4.2. Any Objection to have Carl Temme as the chairperson for the DFS/TPC group.

2.4.5.5. QoS Group

2.4.5.6. John hands Chair to Stuart

2.4.5.6.1. Stuart Nominates John Fakateselis as the chair of the QoS SubGroup.

2.4.5.6.2. John is Chair of SubGroup for QoS by unanimous consent.

2.4.6. Objectives for week 

2.4.6.1. A set of stable evaluation criteria approved (by all of 802.11e

2.4.6.2. The group hasn’t yet defined any evaluation criteria for security. The security group still has to do that.

2.4.6.3. Timeline for call for proposal, and a deadline for proposals. We need to get a baseline selected, because there will be follow-up discussion

2.4.6.3.1. The call for proposals has been made. The cutoff was November, but we may have to change it.

2.5. Adjourn

3. Tuesday Morning

3.1. Called to order at 8:10AM

3.2. Review of Subgroup Formation

3.2.1. QoS, Security, DFS/TPC (ad hoc)

3.2.2. Rooms for subgroups

3.2.2.1. All three subgroups will meet in parallel

3.2.2.2. Rooms for today: Schedules at desk

3.2.2.2.1. TGe (QoS) – Ballroom 7-8

3.2.2.2.2. 802.11 Security – Maricopa 

3.2.2.2.3. 802.11 DFS/TPC – ballroom 4

3.2.3. Review of SubGroup Agendas

3.2.4. The last session will be all subgroups together as full TGe. Thursday Afternoon 3:30 to 5:30 and Thursday Evening 6:30 to 8:30 will be Full TGe sessions.

3.3. Break into individual SubGroups

4. Tuesday Morning, QoS Subgroup

4.1. Agenda for presentations

4.1.1. Harold T, Document 267. 30 minutes

4.1.2. Sri, Document 286, 30 minutes

4.1.3. Other paper presenters not present.

4.2. Presentation of Papers

4.2.1. Distribute QoS model for IEEE 802.11

4.2.1.1. Harold Teunissen, Lucent

4.2.1.2. Document 267

4.2.1.3. Discussion

4.2.1.4. How do you do feedback to application through the MAC SAP? We need to change the SAP.

4.2.1.5. The 802 MAC SAP has priority but 802.11 doesn’t it. The Standard does use contention or contention free for two priorities.

4.2.1.6. There needs to be a separation of admission control at the time of connection and during a connection.

4.2.1.7. There may a more fundamental issue – there are some who want something better than the current DCF for priority levels. Others want to have higher level control for end-to-end QoS control. Much like the differences between Diffserv and Intserv. We need to explicitly understand how to serve both groups.

4.2.2. An IEEE 802.11e Proposal to support efficient MM streaming.

4.2.2.1. Sri Kandala, Sharp

4.2.2.2. Document 286

4.2.2.3. Discussion

4.2.2.3.1. How does filling unused time help with hidden station? It only deals with stations hidden from other stations? 

4.2.2.3.2. Has any analysis been done on the variation on contention window in DCF to allow priorities? There is existing literature to indicate it does not work. Analysis is underway, and will be presented next meeting.

4.3. Process to closure

4.3.1. Ad Hoc discussion to bring proposals to closure:

4.3.1.1. Harry Worstell

4.3.1.2. Duncan Kitchen

4.3.1.3. Wim Diepstraten

4.3.1.4. Harold Teunissen

4.3.1.5. Maarten Hoeben

4.3.1.6. Greg Parks

4.3.1.7. Keith Amman

4.3.1.8. John 

4.3.1.9. Sri 

4.3.1.10. Michael Fischer

4.3.1.11. Jin Meng Ho

4.3.1.12. Menzo Wentink

4.3.1.13. Zulu

4.4. Overview of Simulation and Evaluation Criteria

4.4.1. TGe Metrics & Criteria Ad Hoc Group Summary Report

4.4.1.1. Greg Parks, Sharewave

4.4.1.2. Document 196r2

4.4.1.3. Discussion

4.4.1.3.1. Traffic generator, 4 seconds of overall traffic simulation – is that per station? Opnet allows per station, but we will add a global trace to the environment.

4.4.1.3.2. Four seconds may be too short to simulate real MPEG traffic. 

4.4.1.3.3. How much traffic do we need to model to be sure we are within 95% of reality? The problem is how do we model reality. Suggestion is to think of a certain number of packets, but the number is not known.

4.4.1.3.4. How reliable are the OPnet provided models. There have been problems, but we believe they are fixed. We haven’t looked at their IP stack yet. 

4.4.1.3.5. Currently there is no support for handoff and authentication in the OpNet model. The intent is to determine if you can connect under heavy loads. Maintaining QoS in a stream during handoff is another issue. 

4.4.1.3.6. Is there any way to break out retry traffic from first try traffic? 

4.4.1.3.7. We are not really simulating the PHY, just the PHY delays. The goal is to model the MAC.

4.4.1.3.8. Channel model – an event driven model driven by SNR. Depending on SNR, you can’t hear it, it is just noise, or you can hear and decode it. 

4.4.1.3.9. We are not coding fallback because of limited OpNet coders. If anyone wants to add fallback, they are free to do so.

4.4.1.3.10. Interference model – Markov 2 state model

4.4.1.3.11. We still need a model for Audio.

4.4.1.3.12. The Sharp model does go up to 19.68Mbps for MPEG.

4.4.1.3.13. Is HDTV different from MPEG2? Sharp feels that they are the same, just different rates.

4.4.1.3.14. We don’t have a 1394 stream representation in the simulation model. (Sharp may have a model)

4.4.1.3.15. Priorities – the current model does notsupport 8 priorities. 

4.4.1.3.16. We will need to add OpNet coding for 802.1 p/d interface. Proposers will need to add that coding.

4.4.1.3.17. RSVP is supported in Opnet. They will check on SBM support in OpNet

4.4.1.3.18. OpNet screens all traffic out of your BSS. Not good to simulate overlap BSS. The channel model may help here.

4.4.1.3.19. It is not a problem to handle 3 BSSs. The issue is that with more terminals, the slower OpNet runs. It is exponentially slower with added terminals.

4.4.1.3.20. The adjacent BSS’s will see each others traffic, but the outer two will not. So you have overlapped and non-overlapped cases.

4.4.1.3.21. OpNet determines connection by range. Beyond 300M it will not receive. 

4.4.1.3.22. No issue with Model 1 Node topologies. We need to determine what value is used for k.

4.4.1.3.23. The authors of the proposal believe that this is a realistic model.

4.4.1.3.24. Do we really need 3 BSSs if we don’t model handoff? We may have performance issues from synchronization issues between BSSs that we need to model

4.4.1.4. Loading.

4.4.1.4.1. Is 125% loading necessary? Is the overloading going to impact the high priority traffic? 

4.4.1.4.2. The question is stability – when ramping up to the overload, what happens? Does it reach a steady state?

4.4.1.4.3. Another way to consider it is whether we model burstiness? How long does the overload last?

4.4.1.4.4. We have not defined the burstiness of the data as part of the bulk traffic model. We don’t have asymmetrical data flows either.

4.4.1.5. Loading Models

4.4.1.5.1. Do we have any calculation regarding the combined rate of these streams? The models approach the theoretical limits of the 802.11 PHYs. It depends on how the handles station to station.

4.4.1.5.2. The dynamic cases might be simplified by modeling AP to station only. 

4.4.1.5.3. We have not constrained the traffic to be only IP. The bulk traffic is probably IP.

4.4.1.5.4. A lot of the current work with audio is using IP. Bulk traffic is intended to represent traffic not associated with a particular application.

4.4.1.5.5. The loading model included retransmissions, and lost packets. 

4.4.1.5.6. We need to measure the ratio of useful information compared to channel utilization. 

4.4.1.5.7. The traffic source will dominate the size of the traffic, rather than the encapsulation or protocol.

4.4.2. Wrap up

4.4.2.1. The group feels that this is a valuable discussion.

4.4.2.2. We will continue at 6:30PM

5. Tuesday Evening QoS SubGroup

5.1. Call to order 6:30PM

5.2. Submissions List Review

5.2.1. Steve, document 269 – available to present

5.2.2. Duncan (tomorrow)

5.2.3. Albert, document 205 (not present

5.2.4. Sunghyun, document 194, (not present)

5.2.5. Alan, document 161, (not present)

5.3. Presentation of Papers

5.3.1. Performance of Smart Antennas and PCF

5.3.1.1. Steve Gray, Nokia

5.3.1.2. Document 269

5.3.1.3. Discussion

5.3.1.3.1. Are there any other changes required to stations to work with smart antenna APs? The AP would poll multiple stations at the same time. As long as the Smart Antennas work, all the frames get through.

5.3.1.3.2. If you need a way to cause the stations to send a null, RTS CTS or null data with ACK are possible methods

5.3.1.3.3. Can RTS CTS be used within a PCF? There are instances where they are not used, but they are not specifically prohibited. Still the best way is to send a null data frame, which requires an ACK.

5.3.1.3.4. If the antenna is not trained, what is the chance of getting the ACK back? 

5.3.1.3.5. What type of array antenna? Rectangular array. 

5.3.1.3.6. How does the channel computation account for multipath? The probe gives you multipath delay spread. 

5.3.1.3.7. What simulation environment is this? C++ (there is code that simulates the PHY. )

5.3.1.3.8. What is needed at the PHY SAP to support this? The schedulers are inside the AP. 

5.3.1.3.9. There is implicit information passed between the PHY and MAC.

5.3.1.3.10. How much beam adaptation time is needed? It would have to be done in a SIFS. 

5.3.1.3.11. Does this require multiple RF front ends? No there are ways that can operate in the RF domain.

5.4. Overview of Simulation and Evaluation Criteria

5.4.1. TGe Metrics & Criteria Ad Hocc Group Summary Report

5.4.2. Continuation of discussion of document 196r2

5.4.2.1. Dynamic Loading Models 2

5.4.2.1.1. Does the MAC under test allow the additions of new streams

5.4.2.1.2. There are three things to exercise – The ability to distinguish priorities. (A separate test for that would be better). 2) the establishment of the stream is more important. 3) can you get the bandwidth allocated for the stream

5.4.2.1.3. What is the priority of the authenticate and associate message? It is a DCF function. A good proposal should handle this priority, since it is critical. Each proposal will demonstrate why the can handle this case. It could be demonstrated on paper rather than simulation.

5.4.2.1.4. This may not be an issue. If you are not authenticated or associated, you are not involved with QoS. The station won’t be in the QoS Queues. The only issue is making sure there is time on the medium to send the authenticate or associate.

5.4.2.1.5. Consider association QoS in the case of roaming…. It is still a secondary issue. This simulation is looking at the establishment issue.

5.4.2.2. Handoff Loading Models

5.4.2.2.1. Is QoS maintained while a station is handed off to another BSS. 

5.4.2.2.2. No one is planning to simulate this.

5.4.2.3. Throughput

5.4.2.3.1. How do you measure the throughput of bulk data. 

5.4.2.3.2. Provide an offered load that should generate an expected usage of the channel, and then compare the actual channel usage.

5.4.2.3.3. 4 seconds is too short of a time to make these measurements.

5.4.2.4. Latency

5.4.2.4.1. Is the latency an average value, or over a specific period of time. How is this measured?

5.4.2.4.2. The latency should be measured across the MAC SAP, not the MLME SAP.

5.4.2.4.3. Is it valuable to also simulate the latency above the MAC?

5.4.2.4.4. Within OpNet, we don’t just transmit the packet. There is auxiliary information that travels with it through the system for tracking purposes.

5.4.2.5. Jitter

5.4.2.5.1. Why was a log normal distribution chosen? The intent was to have some sort of long tailed distribution. How can we possibly specify the distribution? We should be measuring the distribution.

5.4.2.5.2. This is only relevant with respect to how it affects buffer size and latency.

5.4.2.5.3. There are IETF definitions of jitter and latency. We should use them.

5.4.2.5.4. There is no general belief  that it is necessary to control jitter tighter than the latency bound.

5.4.2.6. Other considerations

5.4.2.6.1. Were covered as part of functional requirements

5.4.2.7. Next Steps

5.4.2.7.1. We need to tighten up what we are looking at before it becomes a baseline document

5.4.2.7.2. Ad Hoc group will continue working on this

5.4.2.7.3. Greg Parks and Matt Sherman will continue to work together to keep evaluation criteria and simulation environments aligned.

5.4.3. 802.11 Simulations group will meet at 10:00 tomorrow

5.5. Outcome of QoS proposal process Ad Hoc team

5.5.1. “TGe Draft Creation Process”, document 304 (presented by Duncan Kitchen)

5.5.1.1. First step is outline of required sections. Tagged according to where they belong

5.5.1.2. We then break it into three pieces and delegate to the three subgroups.

5.5.1.3. At each meeting the document is brought together in the final full TGe group. 

5.5.1.4. Votes in the subgroups are ratified by the full TGe, and then by the 802.11 WG

5.5.1.5. Editor maintains main document, plus areas of unsatisfied requirements, inconsistencies, and alternate solutions.

5.5.1.6. At each meeting, changes are voted in, and incorporated by editor within one month to allow time 

5.5.2. Motion: To recommend that TGe adopt the process outlined in document 00/304 as the draft creation process for TGe.

5.5.2.1. Moved John,

5.5.2.2. Seconded Duncan

5.5.2.3. Discussion

5.5.2.3.1. We need agreement on major points. 

5.5.2.3.2. We expect that to happen by the time we get to the baseline document. 

5.5.2.3.3. There is no defined process to get to the baseline.

5.5.2.3.4. This implies the selection of a baseline before we see simulation results.

5.5.2.3.5. Unless we have something well defined, what do we simulate?

5.5.2.3.6. There are proposals in a state where they could be simulated. A matrix can be used for comparison as well.

5.5.2.3.7. What was discussed was the formulation of the baseline in an incremental way. Subsections would be voted on individually. That wouldn’t work due to the interrelation. A holistic baseline would be needed. 

5.5.2.3.8. It would be far preferable for those proposals with disagreements to get together before November. If we can’t the competing proposals will be compared in November.

5.5.2.3.9. Are we saying November is the end of new proposals? No. The selection of a baseline is not a part of this motion.

5.5.2.3.10. What gets put into the baseline does set the direction of the standard from that point on.

5.5.2.3.11. The important thing is to make progress as rapidly as possible. 

5.5.2.3.12. The authors of the joint proposal have stated that anyone with a proposal or suggestion come to them and they would consider it. Today, those with opposing views worked through their issues and came to this agreement. We believe we can have the baseline by November.

5.5.2.3.13. The process of reconciling other proposals with the joint proposal continues. The invitation remains open.

5.5.2.3.14. Call the question 

5.5.2.3.14.1. John, 2nd Harry

5.5.2.3.14.2. Vote: passes 22:0:1

5.5.2.4. Vote on the main motion: passes 23:0:2

5.6. Discussion

5.6.1. Nomination of Michael Fischer as QoS Editor

5.6.1.1. No other nominations

5.6.2. Motion: To appoint Michael Fischer as QoS subgroup Editor for Task Group E. 

5.6.2.1. Approved by acclamation.

5.7. Review of the draft process outline

5.7.1. Document 304

5.7.2. Presented by Michael Fischer

5.7.2.1. Color Codes indicate areas in existing 802.11-1999 standard outline that will need addition by the different subgroups of TGe.

5.7.3. Discussion

5.7.3.1. Headings that were in two places historically were not deleted. We are free to add any that are needed. We can decide to create a new sub-clause if needed. There may be numbering issues.

5.7.4. Motion – to recommend that TGe adopt document 306 as a guide for the creation of baseline documents as recommended in the process outlined in document 304.

5.7.4.1. Moved Duncan

5.7.4.2. Second Harry

5.7.4.3. Discussion

5.7.4.3.1. Isn’t this conditional on the previous motion? Yes, we will not forward this to TGe if 304 doesn’t pass

5.7.4.3.2. Call the Question – no objection

5.7.4.3.3. Vote on the motion: passes 18:0:2

5.8. Adjourn

6. Wednesday Morning, QoS Subgroup

6.1. Called to order at 8:00am

6.2. Procedure and status overview

6.2.1. Papers yet to be presented

6.2.1.1. Albert, document 205 (not present)

6.2.1.2. Alan, document 161, (not present)

6.2.1.3. Duncan, document xxx (not present)

6.2.1.4. Sunghyun, document 194, will present first

6.3. Presentation of Papers

6.3.1. Collision avoidance mechanisms in 802.11 wireless LAN

6.3.1.1. Sunghyun Choi, Philips, 

6.3.1.2. document 194

6.3.1.3. Discussion

6.3.1.3.1. why will RTS CTS not update NAV of stations in overlapping BSS? Polling overrules the NAV setting. However the ONAV overrules the polling response.

6.3.1.3.2. A station will not respond with an ACK or CTS when ONAV is set. Isn’t this wasteful since it causes a retransmission? It is a matter of priority of your own BSS versus the other. Either cause a collision in the other BSS, or a retransmission in your own.

6.3.1.3.3. How can the ONAV from CTS be different than the ONAV for the RTS? The data+cfack would not be protected? The intent is to protect the path between them only (take offline)

6.3.1.3.4. In the case of enhanced and legacy BSS’s, wouldn’t this favor the legacy BSS? It would be better than two legacy BSS’s. 

6.3.1.3.5. How much additional overhead would the ONAV create? 

6.3.1.3.6. What is the definition of overlap? Detect the other, or be disturbed by the other? Can receive frames. This mechanism won’t work in the “disturbed but not received” case.

6.3.2. QoS Ad Hoc Group Statement

6.3.2.1. Document 297

6.3.2.2. Duncan Kitchin, Intel

6.3.2.3. Key features required of QoS scheme

6.3.2.3.1. Must use 802 mandated SAP

6.3.2.3.2. Prioritized connectionless services supporting 802.1d/p

6.3.2.3.3. must include DCF enhancements supporting QoS

6.3.2.3.4. connectionless PCF enhancements should be considered as well

6.3.2.4. Discussion

6.3.2.4.1. The mandated SAP is the MAC data SAP, not the other SAPs that are present. Using that is not necessarily the case that the SAP precludes connection oriented services. There Is nothing incompatible with using the MAC data SAP compatible with 802.1 and 802.2 with priority code to also do managed QoS, or both. 

6.3.2.4.2. Are the management frames viewed as priority 0 (network control)? MAC management would be treated as highest priority. Up for discussion

6.3.2.4.3. Is there a problem with virtual stream approaches to QoS? The desire is for priority control with no prior bandwidth agreement. Does not believe that the MAC should constrain higher layers to use any particular protocol for bandwidth management.

6.3.2.4.4. Priority is not the only parameter in the QoS set. Delay is important also. How does the DCF accommodate bandwidth management.

6.3.2.4.5. A proposal will be made at the November meeting to explain the details.

6.3.2.4.6. We need to know the complexity and performance tradeoffs are between PCF and DCF. 

6.3.2.4.7. It has been presented that a layer 3 entity doesn’t know how long it will take to send a frame. That proposal was to not have the MAC do anything and leave all QoS to higher layers. The only environment where delay bounded applications could use this scheme are if the queue delays are low, or there are TBD mechanisms to control those delays. Even if there was such a scheme, but it might not meet the 90% balloting without a means to address delay sensitive requirements. Agrees that delay sensitive apps may require PCF, but on the other hand ad-hoc requires DCF. Would like to see both QoS stations mandated to implement DCF and PCF support. Different features could be implemented in the APs.

6.4. Draft Creation Process

6.4.1. Review of baseline draft creation process

6.4.2. Discussion

6.4.2.1. If a proposal is made, it should say that it addresses a requirement. 

6.4.2.2. We will generate a baseline and identify any missing requirements.

6.4.2.3. Draft creation process is document 304.

6.4.3. Creation of baseline

6.4.3.1. Start with an end to end proposal, and start filtering that proposal. 

6.4.3.2. Reluctance because selecting a baseline sets a direction, and it would be difficult to change the direction.

6.4.3.3. Proposal for process: Everyone that has submitted a paper that implies a proposal or a solution to requirements will have their proposal included in the baseline. When we generate the list of multiple alternatives, we will grandfather existing proposals. Only one vote would be required to enter those options into the baseline. 

6.4.3.4. We will have a set of papers on the alternatives list, where they will need only a single 75% vote to be integrated.

6.4.3.5. Resolving inconsistencies will require a 75% vote. 

6.4.3.6. We will not create inconsistencies intentionally. The multiple alternatives list is not a part of the baseline.

6.4.3.7. We are trying to get a foundation that we can work from, accommodate all existing proposals, and move forward to closure.

6.4.4. Motion: that the November meeting be the final opportunity for new proposals.

6.4.4.1. Moved Harry

6.4.4.2. Seconded Matt

6.4.4.3. Discussion

6.4.4.3.1. Motion to amend to:

6.4.4.3.2. Motion: that the November meeting be the final opportunity for new proposals from which the baseline will be created.

6.4.4.3.3. Moved Duncan

6.4.4.3.4. Seconded Michael

6.4.4.3.5. Discussion

6.4.4.3.5.1. Is this for QoS or TGe. This is QoS.

6.4.4.3.5.2. Does this prevent us from starting on the baseline now? This implies that we can’t make a selection, but not that we can’t establish a baseline.

6.4.4.3.5.3. Since this is a QoS meeting, it is already scoped by the group voting on it.

6.4.4.3.5.4. This is analogous to the way the MAC foundation was created. The final proposal was created from merging of proposals between meetings.

6.4.4.3.5.5. We are trying to encourage all proposals to be brought in by November. We have to put a stake in the ground. 

6.4.4.3.5.6. Call the question on the amendment. Harry / Ivan. Called without objection.

6.4.4.3.6. Vote on the amendment: 26:1:0

6.4.4.4. Main Motion: that the November meeting be the final opportunity for new proposals from which the baseline will be created.

6.4.4.5. Vote on the main motion: 32:0:3

6.5. Baseline development

6.5.1. Who is willing to work on developing the baseline? 

6.5.1.1. Michael Fischer

6.5.1.2. Duncan Kitchin

6.5.1.3. Harry Worstell

6.5.1.4. Bob Miller

6.5.1.5. Jason Flaks

6.5.1.6. Wim

6.5.1.7. Menzo

6.5.1.8. Maarten

6.5.1.9. Thierry

6.5.1.10. Sri

6.5.1.11. John K

6.5.1.12. Vladimir 

6.5.1.13. Naftali

6.5.1.14. Greg

6.5.1.15. Jin Meng

6.5.1.16. Sid

6.5.1.17. Yossi

6.5.1.18. Zulu

6.5.1.19. Keith

6.5.1.20. Zvi

6.5.1.21. Roy

6.5.2. The editor, Michael Fischer, will be the Ad Hoc Chair.

6.5.2.1. Tim Godfrey will be the secretary.

6.5.3. There will be conference calls scheduled.

6.5.4. We should consider an interim session between now and November.

6.6. Adjourn

7. Wednesday Morning (QoS Baseline Development Ad Hoc)

7.1. Overview

7.1.1. Start with the service interface, branch to management path, service deliver path, and underlying channel access mechanisms as a follow on.

7.1.2. Use document 306 as the outline

7.1.3. but not the order

7.1.4. Scope the areas of detailed discussion and compromise. There are not that many.

7.2. Clause 6 – the MAC data SAP

7.2.1. We can dispense with MSDU ordering. If you want ordering, use asynchronous data services. Ordering applies only within a service class.

7.2.1.1. within any service group or class, the MAC does not reorder MSDUs.

7.2.1.2. MSDUs of a given priority are not reordered.

7.2.2. Proposal

7.2.2.1. The MAC data SAP is left parameter-less, and overlay parameters onto the field called Priority.

7.2.2.2. Is it reasonable to extend status values for status and priority? Consensus is Yes.

7.2.2.3. The entire set of 6.2 is left fundamentally unchanged except for priority parameter meeting and possible status information to match.

7.2.3. Discussion

7.2.3.1. It could be argued that every service is async because of the unlicensed frequency band. The issue is that there are a set of proposals that are based on strictly a connectionless model with the scope of .11e with traffic differentiation based on a small set of priorities. There are several proposals based on a managed stream with a per-traffic flow set of parameters derived from higher level bandwidth contracts.

7.2.3.2. The first hard decision is do we include mechanisms of both general sorts in the baseline? We want to move forward. We can’t get 75% for either connectionless or connection oriented solutions exclusively.

7.2.3.3. How do we allow for both in this clause?

7.2.3.4. The bandwidth allocation in document 120 is performed at a higher layer. It addresses the issue when the problem is congestion, one of the things that is disruptive is communication from higher layers to the MAC. Making more information available about the streams or flows helps because you don’t deliver things that are not useful. 

7.2.3.5. Microsoft has a particular set of opinions of what the driver is to provide. We need to provide at least that much information.

7.2.3.6. Does connection oriented mean bandwidth management by the MAC? There is a difference between providing information to the MAC to make decisions, and having the MAC make those decision autonomously.

7.2.3.7. Do we need more than traffic class or prioritization? Yes

7.2.3.8. Do we need that only a connection oriented MAC (active BW mgmt in the mac) is necessary? Do we need something like RSVP in the MAC? No

7.2.3.9. This means that there are cases where something more than user priority is needed, but less than full QoS contract management in the MAC is needed.

7.2.3.10. Duncans definition of connection oriented: An exchange of mgmt messages between entities that set up a connection bandwidth contract. Or you can set up a logical channel to establish a connection, but there is no BW contract. 

7.2.3.11. Flow labeling is a potential term for what is needed. (we need to seek a substitute word, since Flow has other meanings at higher leyers).

7.2.3.12. In 120, the SBM tells the MAC what the parameters of a BW contract are. The DSBM has to be aware of the link layer.

7.2.3.13. Flow labeling is needed to differentiate between classes and flows. With DSBM this labeling occurs at higher layers, outside of layer 2. 

7.2.3.14. Where the label is negotiated is the difference

7.2.3.15. 3 bits of labeling is insufficient for some applications. 

7.2.3.16. What are the mechanisms under discussion for using those 3 bits? 

7.2.3.17. If you need more than 8 flows, then a broader space must be implemented in layer 2.

7.2.3.18. 1394 allows more differentiation than 3 bits. To use that paradigm would need aggregation or additional levels.

7.2.3.19. Do you need to distinguish the flows, or vary the handling of the flows? 

7.2.3.20. If you are going to aggregate flows, it is worth it to negotiate the labeling?

7.2.3.21. What is the clear need for more than a 3 bit label space at layer 2? If the size of the labeling space is 3 bits per station would there be no votes? Yes.

7.2.3.22. The idea of VSID is to separate each stream based on QoS requirement.

7.2.3.23. Aggregation breaks when one flow breaks the contract. It breaks the whole flow. 

7.2.3.24. Suggestion – we have 8 flow classes per pair of entities. Use SA, DA, and priority. There is a mgmt SAP primitive to associate the SA, DA, priority with a flow. For simplicity, this could be mapped to 8 flows per BSS by ignoring SA and DA.

7.2.3.25. This would require at least 3 levels of performance to be better than what we have today.

7.2.4. Summary

7.2.4.1. A Tuple of SA, DA, and priority does allow the functionality of the VSID in the joint proposal.

7.2.4.2. There appears to be a broad hypothesis that 8 broad identifiers are in the right ballpark. 

7.2.4.3. We have a belief that the concept of QoS contract is not a layer 2 issue that we need to support.

7.2.4.4. We have agreement that we don’t want to create multiple MAC data SAPs.

7.2.4.5. We have consensus that management of mapping is done through the management SAP.

7.2.5. Discussion

7.2.5.1. Is there a basis to determine if the extra information in the mgmt SAP is being looked at?

7.2.5.2. We are trying to create a framework to allow people to build what they want. There are some that want to be able to build APs that have 8 global priorities per BSS, and not take It per AP-STA pairing. 

7.2.5.3. In any multi-queue system there is a scheduling entity that is using queue states to decide what to send next. There is no reason why the selection process is different between PCF and DCF.

7.2.5.4. The areas that still need to be discussed are:

7.2.5.4.1. Efficient use of the air interface

7.2.5.4.2. schemes for priority access

7.2.5.4.3. aggregation

7.2.5.4.4. super-poll concepts

7.2.5.4.5. DCF prioritization

7.2.5.4.6. needed management frames

7.2.5.4.7. BSS overlap mitigation

7.2.5.4.8. Frequency selection

7.2.5.4.9. portal to DS, or multiple portals, within a single BSS, may be needed.

7.2.5.4.10. What is the necessary set of parameters

7.2.5.4.11. What do the higher layers need from the MAC, and what feedback is provided.

7.2.6. Next discussion

7.2.6.1. Management SAP primitives and extensions.

8. Thursday Morning, QoS Subgroup

8.1. Called to order at 8:10AM

8.1.1. Agenda Overview

8.1.1.1. QoS Subgroup Meeting 8:00 – 12:00

8.1.1.2. Reconvene as TGe at 1:00PM for reports from ad hoc groups

8.1.1.3. Security group to adopt document structure in document 304.

8.1.2. Update

8.1.2.1. Request for Interim before November Meeting.

8.1.2.2. We can make that decision, but we need to give proper notice in advance. 

8.1.2.3. QoS industry analyst and journalist attention. We need to expedite and execute.

8.1.2.4. We have made ad hoc progress on consolidating towards the baseline.

8.1.3. New Submissions

8.1.3.1. Document 307 “Joint Proposal Update” WIm Diepestraten

8.1.3.2. Document ??? John Kowalski

8.1.3.3. Document ??? Matt Sherman

8.2. Presentations of Papers

8.2.1. Joint Proposal R1 Update

8.2.1.1. Wim Diepstraten, Lucent

8.2.1.2. Document 307

8.2.1.3. Further refinements of the Joint Proposal

8.2.1.4. Incorporating new ideas into the proposal from Breezecom and Intersil.

8.2.1.5. Willing to incorporate DCF mechanisms into the proposal to come to a baseline proposal.

8.2.1.6. Consensus by November meeting

8.2.1.7. Sub-presentation by Breezecom

8.2.1.8. Sub-presentation by NWN/Intersil (traffic classes)

8.2.1.8.1. Joint proposal now supports traffic classes

8.2.1.8.2. VSIDs are now internal to layer 2.

8.2.1.9. Extension of VSID numbering to support traffic classes and VSID modes

8.2.1.10. Discussion

8.2.1.10.1. Will there be any ambiguity of traffic class between AP and STA? Using RSVP and SBM it is clear because you have a contract number. Or you could send them over the air as the VSupdate element.

8.2.1.10.2. Are retry delay and poll delay new parameters? No, they were there in the original joint proposal.

8.2.1.10.3. We can do aggregation of multiple MSDUs, but there is no support for aggregating to multiple destinations.

8.2.1.10.4. Concatenating the AID to the TC makes no assumptions as to the polling order? Correct. 

8.2.1.10.5. How is the 8 priority traffic class mapped onto stream requirements? Is there a fixed relation between those priorities and QoS Parameters? The proposal does not prescribe the behavior of a traffic class. It is only used as a label to identify a flow in the system. 

8.2.1.10.6. Have there been updates to the FEC headers and payloads? Is the FEC for 2.4 compatible for 5GHz? There isn’t a specific solution for that yet.

8.2.1.10.7. RSVP sets up the flows, and maps to a 3 bit TC, but how do you agree on the mapping? In Winsock 2, the application RSVP in the host. An RSVP acknowledgement can overrule with a new mapping if it desires.

8.3. Ad Hoc QoS Baseline

8.3.1. Review of Status

8.3.1.1. Discussion was based on the boundaries of the MAC data SAP.

8.3.1.2. This brought us to agreement on what goes into the baseline, and the basic functionality.

8.3.1.3. A general consensus was reached that a 3 bit flow tag, in the context of a SA DA pair, was adequate to represent QoS levels across that link.

8.3.1.4. The MAC data SAP can then be identical for Traffic Class scenarios, priority only scenarios, and QoS Parameter based scenarios.

8.3.1.5. This approach can avoid the need for a floor debate between multiple large proposals

8.3.1.6. Discussion

8.3.1.6.1. Anyone has brought proposals has been incorporated or invited to participate. We have continued to seek input from new proposals. We now have everyone known involved in participating in this proposal.

8.3.2. QoS Baseline Development

8.3.2.1. Take the boundaries that were agreeable yesterday as a working hypothesis, and review the outline to see what is still missing.

8.3.2.2. It should be possible to achieve the bulk of what we are wanting to do with less mechanism by taking advantage of the 8 bilateral labels concept.

8.3.2.3. If we don’t find some unmet requirement with that hypothesis, it becomes possible to begin discussing the remaining areas of conflict, or actually drafting text.

8.3.2.4. Discussion

8.3.2.4.1. Wasn’t it necessary to limit the labels to 8 in order to keep the MAC SAP unchanged? No, the MAC SAP is unchanged in the majority of proposals. 

8.3.2.4.2. The 802.0 view of the MAC is that it provides an unack datagram style link. MaUnitdata.ack is only providing the response to the submission of the request, not the ultimate transfer of the MSDU.

8.3.2.4.3. Order would be maintained within a labeled flow.

8.3.2.4.4. It is not the intent of the .indication to indicate successful transmission.

8.3.2.5. Open Issue:

8.3.2.5.1. The undeliverable indication tells you if an MSDU cannot be delivered, but doesn’t say which one it was if they were re-ordered. 

8.3.2.5.2. There may be a need for some sort of parameter (.11 specific) to indicate which particular MSDU was undeliverable.

8.3.2.5.3. This is noted for later consideration.

8.3.2.6. Discussion

8.3.2.6.1. If WDS frames are used, the limit is 8 flows per end address pairing.

8.3.2.6.2. If a number of streams with the same class of service are mixed together, how do insure a particular stream meets its QoS parameters? This may not be appropriate for normative text. We probably will not mandate how the scheduling function works.

8.3.2.6.3. A single field indicates virtual streams or priorities. What parts of the system understand whether the field represents a priority or a stream ID? The joint proposal does that, it was discussed in the presentation. VSIDs assigned by the MAC are derivative , not causal. If we start with the outline, we have clause 6 with 8 priorities. Side entities, using the MLME SAP can assign the meanings and priorities without ambiguity at the MAC data SAP. The field means only 1 thing.

8.3.2.6.4. The question is “do the number of degrees of separation (groups) between a particular SA and DA exceed 7 for a broad enough group of applications to make a different solution necessary.

8.3.2.7. Straw Poll – All in favor of attempting to explore the implications of a baseline based on a 3 bit identifier per SA DA pair 

8.3.2.7.1. 10 for, 5 against, 18 abstain

8.3.2.8. We are discussing the baseline, which is currently an outline with headings. 

8.3.2.9. The next step is to take it a level deeper. Under those things we have to change, lets fill in the outline in more depth

8.3.2.10. The outline is more of an ownership of areas by subgroups in TGe. It is not a place to integrate new ideas. We should start with an existing proposal. 120r1 could be a starting point for modifying.

8.3.2.11. It takes a very long time to take comprehensive proposals and select from them. We need a baseline to evaluate performance and to compare. We need to proceed toward having a baseline by November. We believed the differences were minor so we could make a baseline draft covering the areas in agreement. It doesn’t address performance evaluation.

8.3.2.12. We could use 120r1 as a baseline, or wait until the next teleconference

8.3.2.13. Central to the joint proposal is the VSID mechanism allowing 4K streams. That is not realistic, but possible. We need to seek compromise around DCF and PCF solutions, and limits around the 802.1 limits (8). We want to avoid a polarized pair of complete proposals.

8.3.2.14. We need to take the Joint Proposal and partition it into agreeable and contentious sections. 

8.3.2.15. We will proceed on that given available time.

8.4. Presentation of Papers

8.4.1. A Request for Guidance from TGe QoS group on Simulation Models

8.4.1.1. Matt Sherman

8.4.1.2. Document 319

8.4.1.3. Do we allow direct STA-STA transfers  in PCF (reference: document 254)

8.4.1.4. Lack of clarity issue with NAV setting in adjacent BSS scenarios. BSS Overlap Mitigation will address this. Simulation environment will have limited coverage for this case

8.4.1.5. Reset of NAV at CF-end. Questionable behavior based on whether it is from your own BSS or another BSS. Coded in sim environment based on ignoring CF-end from other BSS.s. We may need an option to select whether to ignore or not.

8.4.1.6. SIFS deference – For an ACK the standard says to ignore CCA for the SIFS time. There is really no CCA period in a SIFS. The model will not defer to CCA during a SIFS

8.4.2. Market Requirements for Consumer Electronics

8.4.2.1. Document 322

8.4.2.2. John Kowalski, Sharp Corp

8.4.2.3. TGe market – narrowband internet applications; Wireless AV links; Broadband Internet applications.

8.4.2.4. Required error rates, latency, and bandwidth efficiency.

8.4.2.5. Discussion

8.4.2.5.1. If 802.11e meets the market requirement, and does it quickly, what is the probability that 802.11 will be adopted over proprietary standards? We have the momentum and functionality to achieve this.

8.5. Baseline Development

8.5.1. Plans for interim meeting

8.5.1.1. AT&T is willing to host in the NJ area. Proposing Oct 24-25, Tuesday, Wednesday.

8.5.1.2. Motion – to announce an Ad Hoc 802.11 TGe QoS meeting (location TBD) for October 24 – 25 with a single subject of working on the Baseline QoS proposal for the November Plenary.

8.5.1.2.1. John

8.5.1.2.2. Sri

8.5.1.2.3. Discussion

8.5.1.2.3.1. Possible conflicts – ITU, WECA, Editor availability, 5GHz meeting Oct 28.

8.5.1.2.3.2. Without the Editor it would be a problem. 

8.5.1.2.3.3. Possibility to have Interim in San Antonio

8.5.1.2.3.4. An agenda should be published in advance.

8.5.1.2.3.5. What is the intent of this meeting? It is an Ad Hoc meeting similar to this one. We will try to get consensus.

8.5.1.2.4. Vote on the Motion: passes 17:0:6

8.5.2. Process Review

8.5.2.1. We start generating the baseline, and if any contentious areas are found, they are put on the side lists as we outlined in the procedure document.

8.5.3. Proposal for Process 

8.5.3.1. Needed process for deferring contentious items – we will defer after 10 minutes of discussion.

8.5.3.2. Before the break we were going to identify areas of agreement and disagreement by using the outline document 306. Based on 8 labels of flows between pairs of addresses. Whatever QoS Parameters are used, there aren’t more than 8 of them between any SA DA pairs.

8.5.3.3. Straw Poll – To proceed by looking at the outline and identifying areas of agreement and consensus with the boundary of 8 labels: 14 for :0 against:10 abstain

8.6. Processing of outline document 306 

8.6.1. Skip 2, 3, 4, and 5

8.6.2. Clause 5.8 – ISO Reference Model

8.6.2.1. Figure 11 – ISO reference model. We could leave this unmodified. The MAC Data SAP can convey the priority parameter.

8.6.2.2. Does anyone feel we need to change the reference model?  

8.6.2.2.1. Could the QoS parameters be communicated through the existing SAP? Yes, the Joint Proposal has done that. 

8.6.2.2.2. The reference model has two ports, data and MGMT

8.6.2.3. Open issue – some people don’t know if there is a need for an additional SAP.

8.6.2.4. We are discussing strictly the reference model and the SAPs.

8.6.3. Clause 6 – the MAC Data SAP

8.6.3.1. The introduction talks about existing services. We subdivide the MAC data service into an Async Data service and QoS service. It could still be considered all async, to better fit 802.0.

8.6.3.2. Proposal – remove the word “Asynchronous” to have a single data service

8.6.3.3. Discussion

8.6.3.3.1. As long as we are able to provide various services. 

8.6.3.3.2. Yes, that is the intent. Any services would qualify.

8.6.3.4. Security services are not our issue.

8.6.3.5. We are restricting the strictly ordered service to today’s Async service. The data service allows reordering between flows and between QoS and “unknown QoS” (including Asynchronous)  traffic as a means of implementing QoS. MSDUs will not be reordered within each labeled flow.

8.6.3.6. Suggestion that the QoS Editor provide a glossary for specially defined words and terms. (accepted)

8.6.3.7. Nobody is using strictly ordered service classes.

8.6.4. Clause 6.2 – detailed service specifications

8.6.4.1. MA-UNITDATA.request only changes as is done in every proposal: we put the label information, on the Priority Parameter, as a new alternative to the existing Contention and Contention Free. Non-QoS values map to Contention.

8.6.4.2. Is there anything else that belongs here?

8.6.4.2.1. Nothing suggested.

8.6.4.3. Is there anything else on the priority parameter? 

8.6.4.3.1. No

8.6.4.4. Area of contention – is a new service class needed? It would have to be restricted to only QoS or it would have to be two classes to maintain strict order.

9. Thursday Afternoon, Full TGe session

9.1. Called to order at 1:00PM

9.2. Agenda Overview

9.2.1. QoS Report

9.2.2. Security Report

9.2.3. DFS/TPC Study Group

9.3. Agenda approval

9.3.1. Adopted without objections

9.4. Reports from SubGroups

9.4.1. QoS Subgroup

9.4.1.1. Technical Overview

9.4.1.2. Process Overview

9.4.1.3. Review of motions

9.4.1.3.1. Motion: That TGe adopt the process outlined in document 00/304 as the draft creation process for TGe.

9.4.1.3.1.1. Moved Tim 

9.4.1.3.1.2. Seconded Keith

9.4.1.3.1.3. Vote: Passes 29:0:2

9.4.1.3.2. Motion: That TGe adopt document 306 as a guide for the creation of baseline documents as recommended in the process outlined in document 304.

9.4.1.3.2.1. Moved Tim 

9.4.1.3.2.2. Second Michael

9.4.1.3.2.3. Vote: Passes 27:0:1

9.4.1.3.3. Motion: To announce an Ad Hoc 802.11 TGe QoS meeting (location TBD) for October 24 – 25 with a single subject of working on the Baseline QoS proposal for the November Plenary.

9.4.1.3.3.1. Moved Tim

9.4.1.3.3.2. Second John K

9.4.1.3.3.3. Vote: Passes 22:1:8

9.4.2. TGe editor

9.4.2.1. Harry nominates Michael Fischer

9.4.2.2. Greg Parks volunteers, defers to Michael

9.4.2.3. Michael is appointed as TGe Editor

9.4.3. Simulation Subgroup Report

9.4.3.1. SUBMISSION--- Simulation Framework Progress Update --- Mathew Sherman

9.4.4. Security Subgroup Status

Submission Securtiy Subgroup Status  --- Dave Halasz doc #325

9.4.5. Straw Poll

9.4.5.1. Chairman takes straw poll

9.4.5.2. Question:  “Are members satisfied with the progress of the group?”

9.4.5.3. Result:  32/2/6 (Y/N/A)

9.4.6. Euro Compliance for 802.11a Study Group

9.4.6.1. Submission:  DFS/TPC Status (doc #303)  --- Carl Temme

9.4.6.2. Planning a motion to approve PAR and 5 Criteria for a Study Group.

9.4.6.3. TGe Secretary to modify TGe Requirements Document 245r1 to remove requirements regarding DFS / TPC and re-submit as 245r2.

9.5. Break to subgroups

9.5.1. Is there any session to bring back work to? Next meeting (November).

9.5.2. Do we want to re-convene later as full TGe

9.5.3. Is there any objection for full TGe at 8:00PM 

9.5.3.1. No Objection

9.5.4. Recess TGe until 8:00PM for subgroups.

10. Thursday Afternoon QoS Baseline Ad Hoc Group.

10.1. Processing of outline document 306 

10.1.1. Terminology

10.1.1.1. Referring to Traffic Class contrary to the usage in 802.1 should be carefully considered. 

10.1.1.2. Refer to 802.1d clause 6.3 regarding aspects of QoS.

10.1.2. Clause 6.2 – detailed service specifications

10.1.2.1. Open Issue – there is no way to identify a specific MSDU that is undeliverable.

10.1.3. Clause 7.1

10.1.3.1. Discussion

10.1.3.1.1. What about FEC? The requirements don’t specify that it has to be in the MAC

10.1.3.1.2. Can we just pass up error frames and handle FEC elsewhere? Not through the MAC data SAP. A frame that has an error may not be reported through the data SAP, but may be reported through a management SAP.

10.1.3.2. Open Issue – FEC

10.1.4. Clause 7.1.3.1.2 – Frame Type and Subtype

10.1.4.1. Paste in types from Joint Proposal as a straw man.

10.1.4.2. Highlight out types supporting ancillary functions.

10.1.4.3. Flag VS_update for a potential name change.

10.1.4.4. Discussion

10.1.4.4.1. Should there be an enhanced delivery mechanism?

10.1.4.4.2. We need to enhance PCF to improve utilization of airtime.

10.1.4.4.3. To get the baseline accepted, we cannot select solutions.

10.1.4.4.4. It is not worth doing a baseline that doesn’t have at least baseline functionality, with general consensus. That does include mechanisms in areas we can agree on. Otherwise it is a refined requirements document.

10.1.4.4.5. The central concept is “transmission opportunity” a Poll is a right to use an amount of time on the medium. Local decisions can be made.

10.1.4.4.6. There is no suggestion that DCF is not allowed to be improved. The particular frame types here are used in the CFP. 

10.1.4.4.7. The amount of time required for CFP vs CP is not being addressed here.

10.1.4.5. Flag CFP related frames with a comment.

10.1.5. Clause 7.1.3.1.4 – From DS Field

10.1.5.1. Fix the conflicting provisions described in document 254.

10.1.5.2. Allow direct STA to STA while in PCF. Why use 2X bandwidth to achieve point to point communication.

10.1.6. Clause 7.1.3.2 – Duration ID field

10.1.6.1. The existing definition has no useful information during the CFP.

10.1.6.2. New uses for reserved codes for Duration ID field may be necessary for enhancements.

10.1.6.3. The use of the 3 bit field allows the removal of some other frame types and move that information into the Duration ID field. 

10.1.7. Teleconference – a week from next Wednesday, Oct 4th, at Noon Eastern Time.

10.1.7.1. Accepted without objection

10.1.7.2. Planned Participants estimate – 13 

10.1.8. Clause 7.1.3.4 Sequence Control Field

10.1.8.1. There needs to be a seq number set fir each label value

10.1.9. Clause 7.1.3.5 – Frame Body

10.1.9.1. Open Issue: Is anyone using the full length of 2304? Could we reduce the maximum to closer to 1500?

10.1.10. Clause 7.2.3.1 – Beacon Frame Format

10.1.10.1.  It is inevitable that we will need to add elements to the beacon frame format.

10.1.11. Clause 7.2.3.4  - Association.

10.1.11.1. There will be new capabilities in the capabilities field, but the frame format itself shouldn’t need to change.

10.1.11.2. Authentication can be eliminated, but not association.

10.1.12. Clause 7.3.1.4– Capability 

10.1.12.1. There will need to be extended capability bits. It looks reasonable to add a capability extension bit for future use also.

10.1.13. Clause 7.3.2.9 –  QBSS load element

10.1.13.1. Definite support for this.

10.1.13.2. Preference to call this “load indication element”

10.1.14. Clause 7.3.2.10 – QoS Parameter Set

10.1.14.1. Objective – to freeze this list by the October teleconference. 

10.1.14.2. We could use the 802 reflector, or a more restricted mailing list. 

10.1.14.2.1. Who would provide a reflector, or should we use personal mailing lists? No volunteers for a reflector. 

10.1.14.2.2. We will start the discussion on the reflector, and Harry will set up a document area for larger files.

11. Thursday Evening, TGe full session

11.1. Meeting called to order

11.1.1. J Zyren acting as secretary in absence of T Godfrey

11.2. Update on Chair persons meeting --- J Fakatselis

11.3. Subgroup Updates

11.3.1. QoS Subgroup update – Michael Fischer

11.3.1.1. Motion:  TGe request 802.11 announce occurrence of weekly QoS Ad Hoc Subgroup telecons.  First telecon to start 12:30 EDT, Oct 4, 2000.

11.3.1.1.1. Moved:  M. Fischer

11.3.1.1.2. Second:  Harry Worstell

11.3.1.1.3. Motion passes 26-0-2

11.3.2. Security Subgroup Update  -- D Halasz

11.3.2.1. No new business

11.3.3. SMa Study Subgroup – Carl Temme

11.4. Motion to Adjourn –- J Fakatselis

11.4.1. No objection to adjourn

11.5. Meeting Adjourned
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