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Greg Chesson, Srinivas Kandala, Issac Lim Wei Lih, Yoshihiro Ohtani

Minutes:

1. Agenda:.

Call to order, Roll call, Approval of Agenda, Approval of minutes of the teleconference on Feb. 4, Review of the documents attached to the mail calling for participation, List outstanding issues, Resolution of LB30 comments, Planning for the next meeting, Review of new Action Items, Adjourn.

2. Approval of Agenda

No objections

Resolution: Agenda approved.

3. Approval of minutes of the teleconference on Feb. 4:

No objections

Resolution: Minutes approved

4. Review of the documents attached to the mail calling for participation:

Srini reviewed the document.

5. List of outstanding issues:

Data rates at which BurstAckReq and BurstAck are sent:

Srini: These are control frames, but is there a need to use the same rules as other control frames or can they use the rules that are used for ACK frames.

Greg: They ACK rules should apply to BurstAckReq and BurstAck.

Resolution: BurstAckReq and BurstAck shall be sent at the same rates as the MPDUs.

Re-ordering Buffer size in Burst Ack:

Srini: Is there a need for putting in Burst Ack as well. This information is already available to the transmitter in the Define Burst Ack respose QoS Action Management frame.

Greg: The issue is retention policy and reuse policy. Is there any way for the user to communicate if it changes it?

Srini: Yes, again through the Define Burst Ack response QoS Action Management frame, sent unsolicited.

Greg: Then there is no good reason except for rechecking. But it does not add to the overhead, we can leave it as it is.

Srini: Agreed.

Resolution: Keep the way it is.

Retransmitted Burst data MPDUs shall preserve their original relative order:

Srini: There have been some comments that this may make the implementation complex .

Greg: What really is the issue?

Srini: Suppose a STA sends a burst of 4 with seq no. from 1 to 4. And 3 needs retransmission. Should the transmitter send 5, 6, 7 and 3 or 3, 5, 6 and 7?

Greg: Makes sense to keep them in order. The transmitter should adjust its state based on the receipt of the burst Ack and not before.

Ohtani: That is fine with our implementation. But some other implementations may need some time before deciding what frame to transmit next. So, may be this restriction is not good for those implementations.

Greg: Fine with me even if you remove the restriction.

Resolution: Remove this restriction.

Capability Information:

Srini: I am not sure if any information is needed to be provided for side streams. Any comments?

None.

Resolution: For now, we assume that it is not an issue.

Timeout:

Srini: Should we make any statement on how these should be set up?

Greg: A suggestion. During the initial action management frame setup, the receiver will send the average processing time it needs for processing a burst. The transmitter can use this to figure out the value of the time out.

Srini: That may be helpful. Any other comments?

Srini: OK, I will add a subfield in the frame formats and will seek information from others.

Bitmap size in the Burst Ack:

Srini: I have sent out the overhead with various bitmap sizes. It does appear that the overhead is unduly long for 256 octets.

Isaac: May be 128 octets is sufficient with us. 

Ohtani: I will have a discussion with Panasonic tomorrow on this.

Srini: We will wait until next week then and revisit the issue.

Resolution: Revisit the issue in the next teleconference.

Retry limit for BurstAckReq:

Ohtani: I think this retry limit is too restrictive and also not clear why it is needed. The MPDUs already have their own retry limits.

Srini: I understand, but there is not much participation there today. How about we postpone it until next week. In the mean time, if you can make a slide making your points, it would probably be helpful to others.

Ohtani: I will do that.

Misc:

Isaac: Last bullet on slide 10 is not clear.

Srini: That was an editing mistake by me. Please ignore the last sentence. I will update the presentation appropriately.

6. Resolution of LB30 comments

	Comment #
	Resolution

	931
	Declined. Consensus in the ad hoc group is to support control frames.

	963
	Accepted. New text has been written by the editor to have separate sequence counter per TID per destination.

	964
	Accepted. See Comment 963

	965
	Accepted for the first part. See Comment 963. For the rest, refer to HCF ad hoc group.

	972
	Accepted. The proposal of the ad hoc group does that..

	985
	Accepted comment.  However, instead of using the mechanism suggested in 02.014r0, the burst ack ad hoc group provided an alternative Set up and tear down of the burst ack participation.

	986
	Accepted. There is no such restriction. Text added to the burst ack ad hoc group proposal to clarify this.

	987
	Accepted. The No Ack bit has been removed and a 2-bit ACK policy in QoS Control in the ad hoc group proposal addresses this.

	988
	Accepted. See resolution of comment 987.

	992
	Reclassified as HCF and referred to that ad hoc group.

	995
	Reclassified as HCF and referred to that ad hoc group.

	996
	Declined. No-Ack bit is deleted. An effort to move the Ack Policy into the frame control has been opposed by the major part of the group as there were no available bits.

	997
	Accepted. The proposal of the Burst Ack ad hoc group addresses this.

	998
	Accepted. The No-Ack bit has been deleted. Also, see resolution to comment 986.

	999
	Accepted. The proposal by the burst ack ad hoc group addresses this.

	1000
	Declined with the consent of commentor's colleagues.

	1001
	Declined. The clause has been deleted.

	1038
	Accepted. An alternative mechanism has been chosen and incorporated by the Burst Ack ad hoc group.

	1049
	Declined. Minutes of IEEE 802.11 Tge meeting in Dallas show strong support for the mechanism.

	1050
	Accepted. The propsal by the Burst Ack ad hoc group achives this.

	1051
	Accepted. It is upto the implementation. The retries could be part of another burst or could be sent individually. The normative text of the Burst Ack ad hoc group proposal reflects this.

	1052
	Declined. Improvements in throughput have been shown by several simulations and one of them is documented in 02/33r2

	1053-54
	Declined. In the ad hoc group's view there is enough information.

	1055
	Declined. See resolution of comment 1050.Also, the ad hoc group believes that there are enough controls to avoid the problems listed.

	1056
	Declined. This makes the mechanism more complex and the efficiency gain is negligible.

	1057
	Accepted. The proposal by the Burst Ack ad hoc group addresses this.

	1058
	Accepted, the caption is corrected in the normaitve text of the burst ack ad hoc group proposal.

	1059
	Declined. See resolution of comment 1050.


Number of comments resolved: 27

Number of comments reclassified: 2

Number of comments to be processed: 86

Comments that need to be processed: 

1060-1071, 1159, 1174, 1253, 1264, 1269, 1271, 1274, 1279, 1282, 1284, 1286-7, 1292, 1296, 1299, 1302, 1305-1307, 1309-10, 1312, 1316,1318, 1320-21, 1323, 1326-7, 1330, 1335-7, 1699-1703, 1705, 1707-38, 1852, 2000, 2001

7. Planning for the next meeting

Srini: We will discuss the outstanding issues and then work on the resolutions of LB30 comments. I think we will be able to complete them.

8. Review of Action Items

1. Send out the minutes.

2. Update the presentation and normative text with the resolutions in the teleconference.

3. Ohtani-san will bring in a presentation on retry limits.

4. Sort the LB30 comments and mail it on the reflector.

9. Adjourn

The teleconference is adjourned until the next one on Mar. 4th.
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