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QoS Baseline Development
Opening:

Call to order – Michael Fischer

Roll Call :

Keith Amann                             
SpectraLink

Menzo Wentink                        
NWN/Intersil

Greg Chesson
Atheros

Srinivas Kandala
Sharp

Wim Diepstraten                       
Lucent

Patrick Busch
Lucent

Bob Meier
Cisco Systems

John Kowalski
Sharp

Sunghyun Choi                       
Philips

Greg Parks                               
Sharewave

Michael Fischer                        
Choice Microsystems/Intersil

Liwen Wu
Cisco Systems

Fuji Watanabe
Nokia

Jerrold Bonn                           
Raytheon Company

Matthew Fischer                
BroadCom

Wei Lin                            
AT&T

Wen-Ping Ying
Next Comm

Duncan Kitchin
Intel

Raju Gobbi
BroadCom

Harry Worstell                    
AT&T

Agenda

Discuess Baseline proposal draft with respect to:

· Sections that were not ready for review previously

· Michael has distributes sections 1 through 4, 6 and 7 by email mailing list

· There are still issues related to clause 9 and 10.

· Clause 11 is in good shape but not finished. 

· Duncan Kitchen emailed the first draft of clause 19.

Will discuses first the material for clause 9, clause 7 then anything else.

Clause 9

Wim:  D-QoS group is coming up with a common state machine description of the enhanced DCF approach. Covers the functionality of a level 1 and level 2 station and if described for 1que it would cover the area of legacy DCF. Hopes are that it will be sent out 11/1/2000 PM. With respect to the post back-off issue not finished last week, it has been concluded that it is best to stick as much as possible to "the clean virtual DCF" approach. A per station post back-off implementation has side effects which results in a different behaviour if only 1 Que. the regular DCF.

Presentation in the Tampa Meeting

Michael:

Present an overview at the beginning of the week along with as many update clauses or proposed replacements that are available at that time. 

This will possibly:

1. Presents a basis for getting part of the framework adopted.

2. Determining where there is a lack of consensus.

3. Provide a draft 0.5 adopted by the end of the week if the finishing the details of the channel access etc. are successful.

Clause 7

Duncan: Recommends use the present clause 7 as the starting point for the baseline and make changes that may need to be incorporated later.

Michael: Is there anyone on the call that has a technical problem with this.

Wei Lin:  Regarding the TCID, there may be a problem, when looking at the CC frame, the original BSID was replaced with the TCID. The BSID is unique in the QBSS, so when the CC frame sends a feedback message it needs to include the BSID and the station will know which station has the R that got through. By replacing the TCID, it appears to not be unique anymore and Michael added the TA in the field in the RR but for the CC frames there is no TA there.

Michael Agrees. There will need to be added the equivalent field in the other half of the request / acknowledge transaction.

Michael: 

Any inconsistencies, ambiguous wording, etc should be captured and sent to Michael in an email. The question he was asking was is there something that is present that is unacceptable or missing and does not have a place holder as opposed to missing with a place holder that is believed to be mandatory to have this to be accepted as a baseline not a standard.

Can there be established more than just a label for the MLME  parameter list for the wireless medium.  What should be reported with respect to the medium?

7.3.2.12 Defines an error statistic element derived from the joint proposal, given a specific traffic category and is attempting to identify errors (frames and retries) is something like this (by traffic category or by BSS as a whole ) plus the QBSS load (7.3.2.9) good for an initial proposal the status MLME indication?

Unknown participant

MLME WMStatus.Indication parameter list- Per priority, per traffic category not BSS

1. Transmit unicast frames

2. unicast sites

3. Receive unicast frames

4. Unicast

5. DTEM count

6. counter for the last DTEM interval

7. Read and Reset function

8. Calculate delay information

Wim would like to put back the management action categories for QoS action codes for traffic specifications over the wireless medium for overlap reports.

John Kawalski: How does Aggregation get resolved? 

1. Whether or not the AP should be able to set a dynamic limit on the maximum size of an aggregated frame for controlling or limiting the disturbance large frames can cause.

Michael: The question for the baseline is really should aggregation be there at all? It was felt in October that if there was a good way to do aggregation it may be beneficial.

 Questions and discussion continued on FEC, WEP and management frames until the end of the conference call.

The call adjourned at 3:09.
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