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1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Called to order by John Fakatselis at 11:30

1.1.2. Roll Call

1.1.2.1. Keith Amman, Spectralink

1.1.2.2. Jerry Bonn, Raytheon

1.1.2.3. Sunghyun Choi, Philips Research

1.1.2.4. Wim Diepstraten, Lucent

1.1.2.5. John Fakatselis, Intersil

1.1.2.6. Michael Fischer, Intersil

1.1.2.7. Jason Flaks, Dolby

1.1.2.8. Amar Ghori, Sharewave

1.1.2.9. Tim Godfrey, Intersil

1.1.2.10. Maarten Hoeben, Intersil

1.1.2.11. Sri Kandala, Sharp Labs

1.1.2.12. Duncan Kitchin, Intel

1.1.2.13. We Lin, AT&T

1.1.2.14. Dan McQuinn

1.1.2.15. Jin Meng Ho, TI

1.1.2.16. Greg Parks, Sharewave

1.1.2.17. Khaled Turki, TI

1.1.2.18. Menzo Wentink, Intersil

1.1.2.19. Steve WIlliams, Intel

1.1.2.20. Harry Worstell, AT&T

1.1.2.21. Vladimir Yanover, Breezecom

1.1.3. Face To Face meeting and Venue

1.1.3.1. October 24-25. New Jersey is the preferred location. AT&T will host and provide conference facilities. 

1.1.3.2. Harry Worstell – there has been difficulty getting a block at a single hotel. We will provide a list of possible hotels. 

1.1.3.3. All day on the 24th and half day on the 25th (for travel). 

1.1.3.4. Who is not attending this meeting? 3. Attendance of 17-25 people expected. 

1.1.3.5. Harry will announce the meeting and hotel list on the reflectors.

1.2. Baseline Discussion (Michael Fischer)

1.2.1. Objectives

1.2.1.1. Confirm architectural and functional constraints 

1.2.1.1.1. Acceptable by 75%

1.2.1.1.2. Provides framework to move forward

1.2.1.2. Determine topics for subsequent teleconferences.

1.2.1.3. Decide whether it is necessary to hold interim meeting.

1.2.1.4. To identify which portions of the QoS MAC specification need to be written from scratch (new material or replacements for clauses in 802.11-1999) and which can be handled as edits to existing text.

1.2.2. Definition of terms

1.2.2.1. A way of referring to all stations in the BSS including everything but AP and bridge portals. Station includes all stations, but Mobile Terminal (MT) is proposed for the set of stations not including APs and bridge portals.

1.2.2.1.1. The editor will choose a particular term.

1.2.2.2. There is an explicit definition of traffic class in 802.1d which is different than the IETF definition. We should use another term. Suggests “traffic label” instead.

1.2.3. Conformance Levels

1.2.3.1. Define conformance levels as a nested hierarchy to facilitate higher layer support.

1.2.3.1.1. Level 0 is non QoS

1.2.3.1.2. Level 1 introduces enhanced DCF access with 8 levels.

1.2.3.1.3. Level 2 adds on a PCF mechanism with 8 levels. (a proper superset of level 1)

1.2.3.1.4. Level 3 adds modifiable “traffic labels” – 8 labels per directed address pair. The default falls back to 8 levels of priority. Implies an external entity to perform the mapping.

1.2.3.2. Discussion

1.2.3.2.1. Level 1 and 2 are “qualitative” QoS, level 3 is “quantitative” QoS.

1.2.3.2.2. Wim has generated additional ideas for DQoS proposal of last meeting. Will have proposal update before October meeting.

1.2.3.2.3. There is concern about the level of complexity needed for the level 1 DCF QoS schemes being discussed. 

1.2.3.2.3.1. One scheme is simple backoff cheating. However it is a bad idea for other reasons.

1.2.3.2.4. Request to delete level 1 – what is gained by not allowing a DCF priority mechanism? A level playing field by requiring both mechanisms to always be present.

1.2.3.2.5. If the DCF QoS systems provide adequate performance, the market will select them. If there is any evidence level 1 is insufficient, then the market will select level 3 implementations. 

1.2.3.2.6. The purpose of this ad-hoc is to avoid a fight over two disparate proposals. We are trying to unify the two approaches into the baseline proposal.

1.2.3.2.7. The suggestion to delete level 1 applies only to APs.

1.2.3.2.8.  Straw Poll on the general approach outlined in the email from Michael Fischer:

1.2.3.2.8.1. Keith Amman, Spectralink Agree

1.2.3.2.8.2. Jerry Bonn, Raytheon Agree

1.2.3.2.8.3. Sunghyun Choi, Philips Research Mixed

1.2.3.2.8.4. Wim Diepstraten, Lucent Agree

1.2.3.2.8.5. Michael Fischer, Intersil Agree

1.2.3.2.8.6. Amar Ghori, Sharewave Mixed

1.2.3.2.8.7. Tim Godfrey, Intersil Agree

1.2.3.2.8.8. Maarten Hoeben, Intersil Agree

1.2.3.2.8.9. Sri Kandala, Sharp Labs Agree

1.2.3.2.8.10. Duncan Kitchin, Intel Agree

1.2.3.2.8.11. We Lin, AT&T Agree

1.2.3.2.8.12. Dan McQuinn Agree

1.2.3.2.8.13. Jin Meng Ho, TI disagree

1.2.3.2.8.14. Greg Parks, Sharewave Agree

1.2.3.2.8.15. Khaled Turki, TI  disagree

1.2.3.2.8.16. Menzo Wentink, Intersil Agree

1.2.3.2.8.17. Steve WIlliams, Intel Agree

1.2.3.2.8.18. Harry Worstell, AT&T Agree

1.2.3.2.8.19. Vladimir Yanover, Breezecom Agree

1.2.3.2.9. 15 agree, 2 disagree, 2 mixed

1.2.4. Revisit the 8 label value scope issue

1.2.4.1. Discussion

1.2.4.1.1. Approach requiring 8 outbound at 

1.2.4.1.2. Use SA when it originates in the BSS and DA when it doesn’t.

1.2.4.1.3. A set of 8 are needed for multicast, with a different set of 8 for broadcast. 

1.2.4.1.4. Every time we have agreed that we don’t want the N2 problem. You will need to do a 2 dimensional lookup with 48 bit addresses. A CAM memory might be required for reasonable through-delay. The number of addresses is limited to associated stations, which bounds the problem. 

1.2.4.1.5. There was a proposal to use the AID class – it allowed orthogonally  fitting that approach to a prioritized service into the joint proposal. 

1.2.4.1.6. If we would adopt a conditional field called the VSID field, it could be used instead of a SA.reference.

1.2.4.1.7. There will some degree of searching and classifying by APs.

1.2.4.1.8. We have ambiguous input on whether we have 

1.2.4.2. Straw Poll – Whether to adopt the rules as stated in Michael’s email: That in level 3 QoS there are 8 QoS levels outbound for each station, and 8 levels for uplink and downlink in bridges and portals. Based on SA within BSS and on DA if the STA is not in DSS. A separate 8 for multicast.

1.2.4.2.1.1. Keith Amman, Spectralink Agree

1.2.4.2.1.2. Jerry Bonn, Raytheon Agree

1.2.4.2.1.3. Sunghyun Choi, Philips Research Agree

1.2.4.2.1.4. Wim Diepstraten, Lucent Agree – looking for more optimum solution.

1.2.4.2.1.5. Michael Fischer, Intersil Agree

1.2.4.2.1.6. Amar Ghori, Sharewave Agree

1.2.4.2.1.7. Tim Godfrey, Intersil Agree

1.2.4.2.1.8. Maarten Hoeben, Intersil Agree

1.2.4.2.1.9. Sri Kandala, Sharp Labs Agree

1.2.4.2.1.10. Duncan Kitchin, Intel Agree

1.2.4.2.1.11. We Lin, AT&T Agree

1.2.4.2.1.12. Dan McQuinn Agree

1.2.4.2.1.13. Jin Meng Ho, TI Agree

1.2.4.2.1.14. Greg Parks, Sharewave Agree

1.2.4.2.1.15. Khaled Turki, TI  agree

1.2.4.2.1.16. Menzo Wentink, Intersil Agree

1.2.4.2.1.17. Steve WIlliams, Intel _____

1.2.4.2.1.18. Harry Worstell, AT&T _____

1.2.4.2.1.19. Vladimir Yanover, Breezecom Agree

1.2.4.2.2. Unanimous Agreement

1.2.5. Encoding of  traffic labels

1.2.5.1. There are several ways to do this in PCF, but DCF is harder since Duration ID is already used in DCF.

1.2.5.2. There have been a few ways to add 3 bits to the header of a DCF frame, but there are certain problems.

1.2.5.3. The VSID field contains two things – ID and traffic label. 

1.2.5.4. There is also the 802.1 TCI field. It would be possible to solve these problems:

1.2.5.4.1. It conveys the priority

1.2.5.4.2. It addresses the problem of how you embed VLAN tags in 802.11. (similar to 802.3ac)

1.2.5.4.3. TCI format with mandated CFI = 0. 

1.2.5.5. All of the schemes require the higher layer entities be able to find out the state of the medium.

1.2.5.5.1. At the MLME SAP, what does this map to? 

1.2.5.5.2. Favor the request / confirm approach.

1.2.5.5.3. Easiest to describe in the normative text.

1.2.6. Informative Annex

1.2.6.1. Explaining how you would use the 802.11 QoS mechanisms with higher layers such as SBM. 

1.2.6.2. Do we do this in parallel or later? 

1.2.6.2.1. Suggestion that we at least put in some placeholders  during the development process.

1.2.6.2.2. Michael cannot serve as editor for this annex as well as working on the baseline by next meeting.

1.2.6.2.3. We need volunteers.

1.2.6.2.4. It can be deferred until after November. It doesn’t have to be part of the baseline.

1.2.7. Other top level issues

1.2.7.1. PCF enhancements

1.2.7.2. DCF enhancements

1.2.7.2.1. The placeholders for enhanced DCF are already in 332r1. We choose topics for next week that do not cover channel access. We discuss DCF for the teleconference in 2 weeks. 

1.2.7.2.2. The idea is to have the DCF enhancements out in advance of the Oct 24th meeting. Ideally the 18th if possible.

1.2.7.2.3. How many DCF proposals are there? It looks like just one. Wim is asking those who are interested in DCF solution to work together before -  (Wim, Duncan, Keith, Khaled, Michael, Sri, Greg, Maarten )

1.2.7.3. Power Save 

1.2.7.4. Discussion

1.2.7.4.1. PCF is attempting to cover the problem of parameterized QoS. We cannot evaluate until we understand the mechanism. 

1.2.7.4.2. We already have a well thought out PCF mechanism in the Joint Proposal. We need a similar proposal for the DCF enhancements.

1.2.7.4.3. There will be something for DCF in two weeks before the October interim meeting. 

1.2.8. Other topics for teleconferences before October meeting?

1.2.8.1. Definition of what goes into QoS parameter set.

1.2.8.2. Information reported to application regarding the state of the medium.

1.2.8.3. Concatenation proposal (Vladimir) ??

1.2.9. Closing

1.2.9.1. Set up directory on 802.11 web site for Ad Hoc documents.

1.2.9.2. Schedule follow up teleconferences.

1.2.9.3. John - Everyone feels this was productive. Everyone was able to  express their thoughts. 

1.2.9.4. We will have face to face unless we cancel it in a subsequent call.

1.2.9.5. Recess  until next teleconference.
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