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QoS Baseline Development
Called to order by John Fakatselis, chair delegated to Greg Chesson.

Roll Call :

	John Fakatselis                        
	Intersil

	Tim Godfrey
	Choice Microsystems / Intersil

	Michael Fischer                        
	Choice Microsystems / Intersil

	TK Tan
	3Com

	Matthew Shoemake
	Texas Instruments

	Greg Chesson                     
	Atheros

	Duncan Kitchin
	Intel

	Bob Miller
	AT&T

	Wei Lin
	AT&T

	Mathilde Benvenisa
	AT&T

	Tom T
	Neesus

	Wim Diepstraten                   
	Lucent

	John Kowalski
	Sharp Labs

	Sri Kandala
	Sharp Labs

	Jin Meng Ho
	Texas Instruments

	Greg Parks
	Sharewave

	Raju Gubbi            
	Sharewave

	Harold Teunisson 
	Lucent

	Sid Schrum
	TI

	Greg Parks       
	Sharewave

	Bob Meier       
	Cisco

	Khaled Turki    
	Texas Interments

	George Kondylis       
	BroadCom

	Harry Worstell        
	AT&T

	Keith Amman
	Spectralink

	Fujio Watanabe
	Nokia

	Liwen Wu
	Cisco


Proposed Agenda (from the Editor):

0:15  Opening stuff, roll call, etc. (it always seems to take at least this long...)

0:45  Filling in the table, allowing approximately 15 minutes per proposal

0:30  Discussion of the _criteria_ where significant differences appear “what does TGe want..."  and/or "does this matter...")

* * * CHECKPOINT:  Are we making progress?  If so, continue with this agenda...

0:30  Continuation of discussion of criteria & differences

0:15  Wrap up, capture progress and plan what needs to be done by January 3

0:15  Brief walk-through of Hybrid Coordination Function          (because the proposal was not available early enough for a

major discussion)

0:15  Other stuff, in particular, some questions from the editor (me) that need to be considered before January if we are going to have the non-black-box portions of the draft in good shape by the opening of the Monterey meeting.

Discussion on proposed agenda

Discuss Michaels proposal comparison matrix and categories

Is 15 minutes per proposal sufficient? If it is not possible to fill this in, then either the proposal is overly complex, or we don’t have enough information to make a decision. 

Before we proceed with comparing proposals, we should define the set of characteristics. What are the mathematics or science behind the characteristics.

First, discuss the categories, and second find how to fill in the details.

This came from last weeks teleconference, where no progress was made due to detailed discussion. This is an attempt to make progress by looking at a higher level. This is not comparison criteria, just comparison.

By just sorting by properties, we can see how they differ, and then make comparison.

This is needed to allow other members to understand the options when we get to Monterey. 

The proposal is to discuss what the questions are, and then fill in the table. 

Let’s start by examining the titles on the rows.

Let’s look for things that are not there that should be.

Review of Draft Comparison Table

Group A – Priority Differentiation

A.1 – objective of the differentiation. The key differences relate to whether there is an attempt to provide absolute separate of different priorities, or only statistical differences.

We have the objective is to produce a draft that could be a letter ballot by the end of Monterey. This is the biggest area of contention. 

We need to agree on what each of these proposals really are so the Editor can write text. 

Our job as TGe is to present a recommendation to the 802.11 WG. We need to go through this exercise to make sure we understand this and can explain it. 

Suggestion to fold A1 and A2 into one. Counter suggestion – A1 should be “how good is it”, and A2 is “how does it work”. 

Consensus  - A1 is a valid question.  

Suggestion – Ignore the current contents of the last 3 columns. Each proposer formulates their own answer to A1.

A.3 – can high priority traffic ever preclude lower priority traffic? 

If this is an option, how is it controlled? What are the mechanisms?

TGe cannot require admission control. 

The objective of not starving low priority is questionable. We should be on the lookout for which agent is responsible for setting which parameters.

Should there be an inverse – can low level traffic swamp the high priority. 

A4) Are there mechanisms to guarantee an upper and lower bound of traffic for any priority class?

Group B – fairness

B.1 – What occurs in terms of fairness between contenders of the same priority levels for a TxOp at the same station

B.2 – different levels at the same station 

B.3 – whether the transmission probabilities are going to be effected by the presence of other traffic of different priorities at the same station.

B.4 – are there differences if the contenders are at two different stations.

Group C – Feedback mechanisms

C.1 – Is a traffic monitor required (or some central entity that provides monitoring, policing, or feedback)

There needs to be a distinction between a centralized entity or a distributed entity. They are two different things, and the distinction is important.

Do we need two question for 1) any traffic monitor, and 2) is it centralized?

There was no intention to cover distributed traffic monitoring in question C.1

The real question is “does the proposal require and active centralized entity to provide feedback to other stations”.

This may need to be another question. 

C.2 – Is such feedback mechanism a fundamental requirement, or is it just for added efficiency.

C.3 – is there normative behavior for the traffic monitor?

Is this unnecessary? Wouldn’t the proposers just all say “yes”

Change to “Does there exist a normative description of the traffic monitor behavior”

We can’t make normative text mandatory – this is just a request. If we don’t get it, then that speaks to the maturity of the proposal.

C.4 – what happens with a poorly implemented traffic monitor?

C.5 – Can the traffic monitor work in an IBSS? Is it required in an IBSS?

Group D – Legacy compatibility, and legacy accommodation issues.

D.1 – What is the relative priority of legacy traffic versus best effort QoS traffic?

D.2 – Feedback mechanism interaction with legacy stations. What is the impact of legacy traffic in the same BSS on the feedback mechanism.

We have defined that legacy traffic is “best effort”. That is consistent with 802.1. 

The question is how well can you do that? Especially when adjusting CWs.

Are there any fundamental categories that need to be added?

Where does interoperability with the PCF come in? Does the proposal pose any limits to the PCF

New Category E – How do these proposals handle overlapping BSS’s.

New Category F – Recovery mechanism. What is proposed for a retry behavior? Is this orthogonal to the basic access mechanism?

 New Category G – What are the rules for dropping packets? Aging requirements.

Is this fundamental to basic channel access in the DCF, or are they broader applicability? How does this work with only the DCF, in terms of the time alternation of CFP and CP? 

New Category H – Channel access overhead. / Implementation Complexity

What about power save? A separate topic not part of this evaluation unless it relates. It should be independent. This comparison is only for channel access for the enhanced DCF. 

The global question could be “are there any legacy mechanisms that are incompatible with this proposal”. If yes, it is a trivial reject.

Straw poll if the decision between v-DCF and p-DCF or whether TCMA should be considered.

Proposers are to fill in the matrix in their column. 

Suggestion – getting this to the ideal takes more time than we have. We just need to get it to a usable form, rather than wordsmithing. Broad categories.

Questions for A

New - Does the proposed mechanism have control over retrying traffic categories when congestion develops

Replace A.3-  Can a given priority be guaranteed both a maximum and minimum share of the traffic.

New - Does a mechanism provide for responsiveness to QoS requirements in real time. (per packet). Characterize the response latency.

Questions for B

Is fairness maintained after local or WM collisions?

Are new arrivals prioritized over existing queued traffic?

Replace “fairness” with “differentiation” in B.2. Or perhaps generate a better definition of “fairness”. 

What parameters are needed on the air interface to provide differentiation between traffic classes?

Questions for C

Is there a centralized scheduler needed? Is a scheduler needed at the station? What is the effect of a simple (poor) implementation of the scheduler.

Are colliding stations over-penalized? What is the consequence of an inferred collision? What differentiation exists between a newly arriving packet and a packet being retried in the same traffic category by the same station?

What is the difference in the access mechanism between AP and STA, if any?

Questions for F

What mechanism is used to improve or maintain stability? 

What is the effect of varying the feedback period?

How close to theoretical bandwidth can the proposal achieve under a given set of conditions?

Closing Summary – 

Editor will clean up the document and send it out

Next teleconference is January 3, 2001. 

The various proposers need to provide information to the editor.
Editor will provide an updated draft covering those areas that are not “black box”. 

What is the disposition of the Hybrid Coordination? It will be on the agenda for the next teleconference.

Need a question for BSS overlap category.

Proposal for a conference call on January 5th.

January 10th will be reserved for feedback on the draft.

Adjourn 3:20 EST.
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