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Abstract

Contains notes about no voter and abstain voter objections in straw polls about issues pertaining to the adoption of a QoS Baseline.

Clarifications needed:

1. Scheduler & channel access in diagram of ESTA model:  these are descriptive,

vDCF describes the operation of a scheduler and a channel access function,

but the behavior of vDCF at an ESTA with n queues is isomorphic to n DCF

stations each with one queue (except that local collisions are resolved without

wasting time on the WM)

2. Fragmentation

can fragmentation be used (dynamically) to improve the efficiency of use of

TXOPs by fragmenting to fill the remaining time?

There is probably no need to speak directly to the specific issue, but there

are rules that require fragments, other than the final fragment, to be equal

in length (and even length), because this value is typically used to initialize

a DMA address/count, variable-length fragmentation is undesirable

3. Table 17 needs better explanation of levels of association

after offline discussion the desired clarification is stuff that is in clause 11

on what happens when an association at level n is requested by an ESTA

when the EAP is at level m such that n<m.

Straw Polls

count of voting members in room 39 (but vote counts total to 38)

question: can you approve baseline as proposed?

[to voting members]

yes: 24 initially, now 25

Sid (changed from no with black box dcf until next meeting)


premature to select a DCF access method, need more simulation



would be OK with black box for EDCF channel access method until 



at least next meeting, but should be standardized by TGe

Jin-Meng (changed from no with black box dcf until next meeting)


agrees too early to decide on DCF channel access

no: 12 initially, now 8

TomT


want all pieces mandatory if implementing the QoS option


does not want options inside of options

Anil


level 3 is too complex, in the absence of justification should be dropped

scheduled TXOPs, very hard to implement, cost/benefit concerns


aggregation, too limited to be worth the effort


delayed acknowledgement is unjustifiable in a MAC protocol

Bob Miller


black box dcf


there should be no options, or collapse levels (presumably 1 & 2 to 1.5)


3rd objection ??

Matthew Sherman


wants to merge levels 1 and 2 into a level 1.5

Harry


agrees with sid on DCF channel access


proposes to merge levels 1 & 2 into a level 1.5

Sungyhun


too early to decide on DCF channel access


need bss overlap mitigation, but wants more details are needed

Matt Shoemake (not in room by this time)

Coffey (not in room by this time)

Abstain:  2 initially, now 5

Brian


inadequate time to decide, wants more text, but not fundamentally opposed

Wen-Ping


wants to use same level 0 frames for level 2 PCF


primarily wants to remove RR/CC in level 2

John K.  (changed from yes to abstain)


concern over whether QoS under DCF is useful, wants mainly level 3

Raju & Matthew Fischer (changed from no to abstain based on responses)

*
wants fec frame format from joint proposal included for use with 802.11b


wants to reserve the 4 NoData qos data subtypes, the reason the 2 +CF-Ack



types and QoS Null cannot be reserved was explained, as were the



risks of putting piggybacked TXOP Limit info in non-QoS CF-Poll,



but do not know for sure whether this issue is closed


polling interval and transmission interval redundant in traffic specification



the uses for both, and the fact that polling interval octet would be a



pad, not go away, were explained, don't know if issue is still open



(marked as open issue in 360r2)


retry interval in TU



this was discussed in NJ, is not always a benefit, and appears to



hurt jitter because ESTA's TXOP may fall too early in subsequent



superframe to be usable for retries, probably still open



(marked as an open issue in 360r2)


container frame acknowledgement issue



closed – editor has removed contradictory wording in clause 7


qbss activtity change not present



the QoS action code is assigned and placeholders are included



in 360r1 (7.4.4 & 7.4.5), don't know if issue is still open


txop flags are absent – because of change in continuation mechanism



so EPC, rather than successor ESTA, monitors & responds when



Non-Final =0; since the EPC already knows the proper continuation



TXOP details, the TXOP flags are not needed (offline - Raju agrees)


table 3 with null data subtypes – ambiguous wording fixed in 360r1


rts/cts with duration during cfp – already done in 360r0


feedback with TC & AID – already done in 360r0


record count =0 to cancel schedule –has been added in 360r1


advanced power managment action code – has been assigned in 7.4.8 & 7.4.9


dfs/tpc element – no longer in TGe-QoS, now SMa group


tbtt/superframe in activation delay – editor believes that the usage there



is correct, TBTT is an instant, superframe is a period, it was very



intentional not to require activation "at" the N-th TBTT, because



the N-th beacon might not have been transmitted yet,


privacy capability bit – gone in 360r1, not a QoS issue


table 16 level 0 – already done in 360r0


TA,RA,TCID to identify traffic category – already done in 360r0


error statistics per TCID – already done in 360r0


tbtt as a hard limit to transmissions – already agreed, will be in clause 9

[non-voters]

approve: 7

disapprove: 3

Mathilde

nxt
black box for dcf channel access

Kahlid


wants one simulation framework

Liwen (vote changed 


dcf black box

abstain:  6

Adrian


concerned about real-time response



(implied that 2us responses must be hardwired??)

Bob Meier


concern about the overlapping BSS mitigation mechanism, 



would be happy with black box for now


made remark about PCF "not obvious that it is really contention free ..."



<<not said at meeting:  we had a semantic problem with this once



or twice before -- the name is not ideal but is in the published



standard, so we may need again to clarify that "contention" in



this context means "CSMA channel access contention" which is



indeed absent during the CFP ("CSMA-free period" ??).  What



may occur during the CFP is co-channel interference from a



hidden station or nearby BSS

rest of non-voter abstentions were due to not enough information or experience

Duncan proposes edcf black box, leaving algorithm undefined until the next meeting


<on diskette, given to Harry>

approved by wide margin, changes several no votes to yes or abstain

Matthew Sherman proposes level 1.5, comments included:


concerns about implementation difficulty


concerns about whether edcf qos is adequate in the first place


concerns about whether pcf (level 2) qos is enough better than edcf


a mildly limited epcf (no cc/rr, schedule, multipoll, delayed ack)



does not change any votes

vote on proposal note taken after show of hands among voting memebers shows that

this causes more yes-to-no changes than no-to-yes changes (about +6, -8 ??)
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