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 Teleconference

December 13, 2000


QoS Baseline Development
Call to order – John Fakatselis

Roll Call :

	John Fakatselis                        
	Intersil

	Tim Godfrey
	Choice Microsystems/Intersil

	Michael Fischer                        
	Choice Microsystems/Intersil

	George Kondylis       
	BroadCom

	Greg Parks       
	Sharewave

	Steve Williams
	Intel

	Khaled Turki    
	Texas Interments

	Wim Diepstraten                   
	Lucent

	Keith Amman
	Spectralink

	Mathilde Benveniste     
	AT&T

	Jay Bain
	Time Domain

	Sunghyun Choi                        
	Philips

	Greg Chesson                     
	Atheros

	Bob Meier       
	Cisco

	Bobby Jones
	Sharewave

	Sri Kandala
	Sharp Labs

	Raju Gubbi            
	Sharewave

	Jin-Meng Ho                         
	Texas Instruments

	Menzo Wentink                      
	NWN/Intersil

	Khalid Turki                  
	Texas Instruments

	Harry Worstell        
	AT&T

	Sid Schrum
	Texas Instruments

	Yossi Texuman                             
	HLAN

	Harold Teunisson 
	Lucent

	Bob Miller
	AT&T

	Jim Mollenaure
	Enrichnet

	Wei Lin
	AT&T

	Liwen Wu
	Cisco

	
	


Proposed Agenda:

Review of questions from last teleconference

Issues with three primary channel access methods

Hybrid Coordination – defer due to Michael’s computer problems.

Mathilda’s Presentation

Discussion of agenda

Mathilda B suggests to start with her paper, since it is relevant to channel access mechanisms. Feels that this proposal contains the others. 

Revised Agenda – suggested by chair

½ hour to complete previous presentation of Jin Meng 00/367r1
45 minutes for Mathilde’s presentation 00/456

Remaining time – channel access methods

Agenda approved without objection.

Comments and Discussion on Jin Meng Ho’s presentation 00/367r1

There are problems with +CF-Poll and hidden terminal.

This does not preclude the use of RTS/CTS.

Stations must respond to polls with a data frame.

The polled station has the right to send a frame to another station and not the AP. 

This is not new – it is in the baseline. It doesn’t reserve the medium at the receiver though. 

Nothing forces you to send to other stations, so if it doesn’t work well, don’t use it.

If there is a station that has a higher priority, how could it interrupt a burst in progress.

The real issue is the length of a burst with the succession of passing rights that has a bound that is limited by the stations in a BSS. This is a valid concern, but it may or may not be a real problem. 

The mechanism doesn’t provide priority, but fairness on a per-flow basis; probabilistic. 

Under all past discussions, the decision of what to transmit was under the transmitting stations control. The question is what is fairness. It is different depending on how you consider prioritisation.  The algorithm attempts to prevent starvation of lower priority classes. 

There is an issue with adaptive with contention resolution parameters. The proposal is for the PC to sense what congestion is, and update by priority class. Do we want a centralized adaptation mechanism? Perhaps a distributed adaptation mechanism could be less conservative, and allow a greater flow of traffic.

If we have larger burst sizes how will it effect the jitter. Can we have an option to configure the burst size in a BSS? Yes, the AP will have control over that. The concept is there would be a DCF TXOP element in the beacon.

When there are low priority stations in TDCF, a low priority packet with an expired backoff counter will supercede a high priority packet with a non-expired packet. Yes – there is a choice of whether or not lower priority traffic gets starved or not. 

Does the hybrid contention scheme provide equivalent functionality to Level 3 in the baseline? However, it is possible to collapse level 1 and level 2. Also, the only differences with level 3 exist at the AP. 

We need to decide if we are trying to achieve absolute priority, which implies starvation, or do we have relative priority?

Table this discussion until after Mathilda’s presentation.

Presentation of Mathilde Benveniste – 00/456

Trying to condense information and give appreciation of how powerful TCMA is.

In the case where the counter is about to expire (=1) will the lower priority ever go first? Yes – this is how you contribute to fairness and not starving lower classes. If you have traffic from different classes with equal backoff counters, the higher priority is guaranteed to go first.

The rule is that if you detect the channel busy, you don’t decrement your backoff. 

BCPT differentiates priority. BCUT is the same for all, equivalent to slot time. BCPT would vary depending on the priority of a given packet. Various combinations of BCPT and BCUT could result in collisions between packets of different priority? Answer – we are discussing congestion conditions. The channel will not be idle, so the terminals will not decrease counters in successive slot times. What is shown is for a congestion environment. 

What about the time where the backoff counter is 1? You are not going to have silences long enough for successive idle slot times. When the channel becomes idle, you are looking at the subset of terminals that have a counter of 1. 

This is a limited example of one specific case of congestion. There are many other scenarios. In these cases a PCF-poll would work beter.

In the given example do nodes B and C collide or not, (with the backoff counters at 1, 2, 1)?  If they are the only three stations in the network. How are you going to guarantee that. 


*
Mathild stated list of assumptions in doc#456

*
There were some disagreements with the assumptions on slide-3

doc#456

*
Duncan: Do you have simulation results?

*
Mathild: No. still long way from simulations. This is simple

concept. But could show comparison with vDCF through numerical analysis.

Wants to know the parameters and their values used in vDCF

*
Wim/GregC to provide the parameters and their values used in vDCF

*
Mathild to provide TCMA algorithm step by step description and

parameter values

*
Raju: Is Bob Miers's document on PC-DCF a separate proposal for DCF

enhancements.

*
BobM: No. It can sit on any of the current three proposals for DCF

enhancements.

*
Mathild continued with her presentation

*
Raju: Slide-7, UAT(0) = PIFS means the transmissions from enhanced

DCF device can collide with transmission from PC

*
Mathild: Will look into it

*
Mathild completed her presentation

*
Duncan asked and confrimed the following

-
Wim to take the responsibility of simulating vDCF

-
Jin-Meng to take the responsibility of simulating pDCF

-
Mathild to take the responsibility of specifying and simulating TCMA

*
MichaelF: have got vDCF material aftermath Tampa meetings. Have some

material on pDCF. But no material on TCMA.

*
MichaelF: to send out clause-9 material to reflector

*
Duncan: All DCF proposals <Wim/Jin-Meng/Mathild> should send

detailed word doc to reflector

*
Meeting adjourned
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