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Agenda,


Resolve comments


Create and approve new draft


Initiate recirculation (if possible)



Standing order for vote on Thursday at 11:30


Approved by unanamous consent

Server 802wirelessworld.com

Comment Totals:

923 comments from 44 commenters

529 technical comments

375 technical part of no votes

386 editorial comments

8   comments marked T or E

Comment Resolution


Comments in document #03/658r0


For all resolutions referenced here see resolutions in 03/658r1.


All resolutions below are by unanimous concent unless noted otherwise.


234 Yes, 37 No, 25 Abstain (informal count from Harry)



(including both LB 51 and 59 results)


Start with comments who have least number of no votes

123 ken - Add SDL for TGe


Matthew spoke against



Testing of acutual hardware is alterative to SDL



Modify response to Ken and Bob's question



Change removal of Annex C to note in Annex C


Harry



Put something in there to satisfy comment


Srini spoke against



SDL does not work



If fixed by company company owns



Sharp used SDL to resolve issues in text



SDL code needs to be executable




Most members do not review (based on 15.1 experience)




Can't know is correct since limited review



No confidence in accuracy of SDL



Can't make Scheduler normative so how can you simulate


Sid spoke against



Could be in differnt than SDL or sub diagrams



Does not have to be executable to be useful



Provides definitive expression of what is there




Cited Deference and backoff issues as example




Cited backoff of Beacon as well


Motorola



Uses text first



Refer to SDL if need specifics



Just use SDL as reference



TI uses text over SDL




Only reference SDL if conflict


Panasonic



Don't read English well



Rely heavily on SDL



Any other mechanism



Currently arguing over how to implment TGe since no SDL


Philips



Earier on may have been used



TGe has gone this far without SDL




Basing implmentation on whats there

183, 653, 654, 690 Defer till Thursday

184
Quoted text is bullet c


Comment accepted


Srini and Matthew will write modifications to draft and bring forward

11 AM Took break - John has arrived and Harry is no longer present.

645
long discussions but Not resolved.

111
Same as 645.

561
Alternate resolution.


562
Accepted.

207, 208, 209, 210 deferred till Tuesday with Keith

533, 534 deferred till Tuesday with Mark

535
Declined

544
Declined

12:30  Lunch break

1:30 Resume comment resolution

548
declined

549
declined

553
Deferred till Mark / Mathilde create response

267
Declined

268
Declined

269
Declined

271
Declined

272
Alternate Resolution

273
Alternate Resolution

274
Accept

275     Accept

276     Alternate resolution

277
Accepted

278
Alternate Resolution

279
Alternate resolution.

698
Resoved by 279

213
Accepted

214
Alternate Resolution

215
Accepted

592
Accepted

216
Accepted

Hours for Wens And Thurs:


8:30 to 6:30


Carry in Lunch.

217
Declined.

220
Alternate resolution

221
Alternate resolution

224
Alternate Resolution

225
Accepted

227
Alternate Resolution

Total comments resolved today:  31

Adjurned at 7 PM

Reconvened 8/26/03 8:45 AM

John and Duncan were unavailable for this meeting.

Stuart Authorized Harry to chair the meeting.

Harry gave introduction and welcome to participant.

Any work done this session will have to be confirmed in the next meeting.

For all resolutions referenced here see resolutions in 03/658r2.

Comment Resolution continues

230
Accepted.

231
Alternate resolution.

254
Accepted.

232
Accepted.

421
Alternate resolution.

422
Accepted.

233
Accepted.

583
Accepted.

423
Accepted. 

81
Accepted.

234
Alternate resolutions.

Revisted 279 based on 234.

279
Alternate Resolution.

236
Declined.

237
Accepted.

238
Accepted.

239
Decline.

244
Accepted.

246
Accepted.

Want to revisit comment 234.

Decided that this comment was too conroversial.  Struck existing resolutions for 234 and 279 and 698.  Will revisit the issue at the end of this session if time permits or in Singapore.

247
Accepted.

Revisted 272

272
Alternate resolution.  But left it alone.

249
Alternate resolution.

79
Accepted.

838
Deferred

839
Alternate Resolution

Discussed whether or not to allow presentation and bring comment 209 to the floor concerning APSD.

Motion to bring comment 209 to the floor.

Mover: Mathilde

Second: Matthew

Discussion

Mathilde:

Had proposal made and on server for the while

Discussed yesterday and defered till today since interested parties would be here

Mathilde came today spcifically to discuss this.

Ye:

Change made and explicitly asked to present for tommorrow afternoon at lunch.

Mat said would bring to floor

Srini:

Comment that we need to make commitment to come here.  Everyone needs to be accomodated.

Call question.

Mover: Srini 
Second: Sid

4 in favor 6 opposed  1 abstain

Srini:

Let's not debate whether to have a debate

Mark:

Would prefer interested parties get together off line

Thomas:

Not capable of making decision now.  Would like some technical introduction.

Matthew F:

Time limit on what to do.  Move to amend motion to limit debate to 45 minutes on 209.

Mover: Matthew F

Second:  Mathilde

No discussion

Question called by consent

10 in favor:  0 opposed  0 abstain.

New main motion:

Motion to bring comment 209 to the floor with 45 minute limit on debate.

Mat:

Let Mathilde speak since she came specifically for this issue which the group promised would be delt with today.  Don't need to reach decision on 209 anyway.

Mathilde:

Provided feedback to Mark and Steven.  Her presentation will expand on it.

Srini:

Everyone is busy and made consious decision to particiate.  Sometimes agenda does not go the way we want.  Agrees we postponed yesterday from today.  Same curtousy to commenters since not ready to discuss comment.

Mat: call question.

Called by consent.

7 in favor  4 opposed 1 abstain

Motion passes.

209

Discussed procedure to address comments

Mathilde:  First impression removing APSD.  But Stephen pointed out actually changed to have "reverse polling".  Got e-mail from keith.


Read Mathilde's email to keith and keith's response

Srini POI:  Requested to hear proposal itself

Ye:  Not ready till tomorrow

Mathilde:  Assumes everyone know that reverse polling was an option, and ASPD was an alternative.  Want to push idea that reverse polling (as suggested by 209) is already an option today. 


Presented 03/663

Mat sent Keith's e-mail to participants

Mark:  Mathilde's way is a way to do it implied by draft but not stated by draft.  Some areas need to be stated.  Fact that end of service bit and more data bit are tied to APSD needs.  Yeilds to Mathilde.

Mathilde:  When Amjad did EOS bit was not for APSD.  Same for more data bit.

Mark:  Still something needed to solidiy thing.  Good to see summarize by Mathilde

Stephen:  Are talking about prioritized traffic.  How does this get set up for a particular access category.  How will AP know to start buffering data.  Where is signaling.

Srini:  Correct presentation.  Don't change state change mode.  On/off confusing.  Should use 0 and 1 or Active and Power Save.  Every time stations changes when it expected to wake up.  How prioritized?  How does AP buffer packets.  Beacons, PS polls, is there prioritization at AP.  Yeild to Mathilde

Mathilde:  Response to Stephen.  Signalling is implied.  Sending frame implies awake.  When AP receives a PS poll starts buffering.  Signalling between AP and station all that needed.  For prioritization, none was in proposal for 209.  This is good since prioritization says what algorithm is used for AP frames.  Mathilde has own ideas, but can be done.  Can one prioritize traffic either uplink or downlink.  The answer is yes.  May be nonstandardized at AP


Response to Srini.  Whether it wakes at Beacon, all of us can come up with clever ways of implmenting.  Point is they are trying to standardize something the standard already does.

Srini:  How does AP respond.  Send PS-poll.  Not sufficent detail on this and signalling.  Will take significant bandwidth. Question of AP can provide service

Ye:  There are some similarities between what Mathilde proposed and what they propose but are fundamental differences.  All station initiated.  First, we are targeting EDCF flow funished be TSPEC.  Under current TSPEC do you agree with service period from AP?  Second, can use legacy power management?  In legacy in PS mode station must send PS poll to access point different than using uplink frame to trigger service period.  Yeilds to Mathilde.

Mathilde:  This is not what was in 1999 standard.  You can put together some of behavior from Legacy.  Either get TSPEC approved or you don't.

Harry: please no more yeilding.  To difficult to manage.

Ye:  First comment that fundamental difference that this mechanism targets EDCF with TSPEC flow.  With current standard must follow APSD power management if set APSD as 1.  Otherwise use Legacy.  Some behavior defined in legacy.  Not exactly behavior in proposal. 

Sid:  In legacy standard with use of PS have two options to get traffic.  Get the PS poll, or transition with frame up into active mode.  Uses some of the bits in 802.11e.  In fact that mechanism is being used here.  Instead of buffering transistion out of active mode, and then back to power save.  Can use Ack for some of signalling.  Need full FES to make sure no mismatch in what two stations beleive is their signalling.  Guy signaling set bit in frame, and knows will get response.  Can't use Ack for that.  Efficiency relates to method.  Doing some of these things but eliminates some of the frames required except that get around problem to no response to Ack.  Beleives some language needs to be added to spec.  forinstance if more bit reset, can automatically go back to sleep.  Target station sends a frame, goes into active mode, then send one final frame to say back to sleep.  Consder case of voice with only two frames to be sent.  Ack is insufficient.  For voice could be useful to get rid of third frame since very inefficient.

Thomas:  Needs to be work to clarify what Srini stated.  Should be expressed in Annex somewhere to establish signalling.  Good to have paragraph stating how to use.  

Amjad:  Justification that if station wakes up must what till downlink frame in service period.  Need to wait that long is inefficeint.  But saving power so is efficient.  Not effecting voice quality since TSPEC established acceptable bounds and service period must comply.  Want to conserve power as much as possible with conficting interests.  If every one accessing mechanism at same time get conficts.  If everyone access channel at same time have to wait anyway.  Not enough justification to include new mechanism.  At least justification for new mechanism is not completely understood.

Matthew F:  Don't see comparision to PS-poll legacy valid.  Some new things as well.  Couple of things missing.  No requirment that AP send all frames as single TxOP.  If no TSPEC don't need this advantage anyway.  If know guy is awake now, give it to him.  Doesn't see real differentiating factor.  Please turn to slide 3 (Mathilde).  Not clear everything is correct.  Item 2 makes presumptions about continued use of DTIMS.  How long does it have to wait.  Sleeping station can limit time.  Otherwise all that can be done is to satisfy ....   Even in this case don't see why can't add TSPEC off to the side.

Mat S: .....

Time expired!

Ye:  Motion to discuss comment 327

Mover:  Ye   Second:  Mat

Approved by consent

327

Mat F:  don't like idea of variable feild so just make always present

Srini:  agrees

Stephen:  Agrees.

Isaac:  Why expand feild?

Ye:  Would like space for future expansion

Isaac:   Why do that until proposal for 209 added.

Ye:  Not connected.

Srini:  If not expanding feild no room for expansion in future.

Mat:  Supports expansion

Mathile: Supports

Stephen: ....

Isaac:  Why not wait till future requirement

Matthew F:  Still in favor but agrees with Issac.  Length of info element odd number of Bytes.  Want to keep even

Mat S:  Can't change field sizes once approved.  Want some extra bits.

Amjad:  ... Could be nice to have two bites.

Srini:  Some groups have already added odd numbers of bytes.  

Thomas:  No need to extend today.  For additional signalling add new element ID.

Mathilde:  Is this comment addressing changes in text since last letter ballot?

Srini:  Does address changes on current ballot since new bits added used spares.

Sid:  Support before sponsor ballot.

Motion to end debate

Mover: Sid
Second:Srini

10 in favor  0 oppose 0 abstentions

Motion to accept recommended dispostion as shown on screen:

"Alternate Resolution.  Add 1 byte to the TSInfo field without making any other changes." 

Mover:  Sid   second: Mat S

Matthew F:  Will vote against since if need more bits will add.  Not too late to add bytes.  If TG P or Q or R making a change, wouldn't know how to use.

Sid: Rationale not for Sponsor ballot.  Rationale is to think about the future.  

Mathilde:  Any other uses from Motorola?

Ye: No.

Called the question

5 in Favor  4 Oppose  1 Abstain

Motion fails.

Move to decline comment 327 by adoption the resolution on the screen:


"Comment declined. Adding reserved bits with no specified purpose does not add any functionality which contributes to completion of the standard, while it does add additional overhead which reduces efficiency.  If the practice of adding reserved bits as an insurance policy against future possible functionality were to be carried throughout the document the average frame size would increase significantly."

Mover: Matthew F.
Second: Srini

Mathilde:  If pass motion and Ye comes back and says want to add specific bit, is there anything that would prevent this.

Harry:  Yes for this session.

Ye:  Speaks against motion.  Not significant overhead and opens a lot of space for future use.  Thinks a good thing to do.

Sid:  Speaks against the motion.  Common practice that if adopting a comment would be in conflict with another adopted comment, can't do this.  Comments should not be in conflict.  

Matthew F: Still don't think any conflict.  Don't know if field for other comment won't take all the bits.  

Matthew S;  Call question.

Approved by consent.

2 Approve 3 Oppose 5 Abstain

Back to unanimous consent approach for approval of comments.

840  defered

Thomas requested permission to take photo of session.  Permission was granted.  Photo was shared by e-mail with attendees.

Recessed at 6:30 PM.

Wednesday August 27, 2003

The meeting is called to order by Harry Worstell at 8:30 AM

Secretary Tim Godfrey

Discussion

Can we prepare an interim draft? Yes – the number is increased by a decimal digit. We can release 5.1 based on the results of this meeting.

Motion to limit debate on comments to 10 minutes, with extension of 5 minutes more if the issue is close to resolution.

Moved Srini

Second Sid

Discussion

Can we extend by unanimous consent? Yes

Vote – the motion passes by unanimous consent.

Comment Resolution

Comment 841 - default MIB values for dot11EDCFTableCWmin and dot11EDCFTableCWmax.

Discussion

The intention of the draft is that default parameters would give reasonable throughput. 

Discussion on whether the commenter wants to change all CW bounds or just high priority. 

Resolution – Reject: the default values are purposely tightly bound so that products will have good throughput by default. 

Comment 843 – use of acronym use: EDCA vs EDCF in standard. Is this technical? Commenter says it is technical and basis for No vote. We will treat this as Technical, and change the designation.

Discussion

Against it – this is not a coordination function – EDCA is an access function not a coordination function.

For the change – Have received comments that EDCA is confusing from others outside the group. They feel that the distinction between coordination and access is insignificant.

Against – just because the legacy standard used the wrong name, we don’t have to continue. Also DCF was more than access – EDCA is just access.

Against – the definition of HCF is a coordination function. It should have two access methods within, not another coordination function.

For the change – feels that EDCA has a closer relation to legacy DCF. 

Motion to decline the comment 

Moved Mat Sherman

Second Matt Fischer

Vote :  Motion passes 10: 1 : 1

Comment 844 – EDCF Backoff Rules not upward compatible. Requests changes to EDCF backoff rules.

Discussion

Wants to be sure the membership is aware of the consequences of this issue. 

The commenter asks if everyone is familiar with the issue and its importance.

There has been email traffic on this subject. The issue is whether there needs to be a legacy equivalence. 

Motion to defer comment 844 and comment 412 until the September meeting.

Moved Matt Fischer

Second Mathilde Benveniste

Vote : Passes 10 : 0 : 2

Comment 845 – Differentiation between EDCF classes are inadequate. Two classes share same AIFS. Suggests a change to backoff procedure.

Discussion

Experiments and simulations have confirmed that this technique is helpful.

Motion to defer this comment until the September session

Moved Mathilde B

No second

Discussion

Against – this could cause excessive contention of high priority traffic

For – there is a warning to not misuse the capability. It is only for an administrator. This is intended for low-traffic but critical services. 

Against - Station-controlled parameters destroys predictability. It is too late to add this. We have already debated and voted this down.

For – this is not the station adapting parameters – it is AP driven. 

Straw Poll – Who would be in favor of supporting the change as stated?


2 in favor – 6 opposed – 4 abstain

Comment 846 – Issues with admission control and the mandatory/optional status of handling TSPECs at an HC. Requests making the acceptance of TSPECs at HC more mandatory – staying a TSPEC shall be admitted under certain circumstances.

Discussion

There are other editorial comments on combining admission control texts. Suggest leaving PICS as-is and making this editorial. 

The existing comment crosses the line of mandatory TSPEC support, and makes the definition of “sufficient resources” problematic.

Don’t think this change should be made without bringing it to the whole group. This is too contentions.

This is a reasonable request – we need to devise a compromise. Let the granted TSPEC be changed to an EDCA access if AP doesn’t support HC polling.

Believe we should not change this. This is the best compromise we could do. 

There is no normative text here – would support moving this to an annex.

Moving to section 5 would not satisfy the commenter, and risks the compromise. Will changing this result in more No votes?

Straw Poll – Who would remove 9.9.2.4.2 and move the text to Clause 5?

7 for : 3 against : 1 abstain

Comment 847 – HC use of any desired channel access functions when communicating with legacy STAs. 

Discussion

Is the HC allowed to send non-QoS frame using HCCA? Would a TSPEC be required? What about default TSPECs? 

Packet classification is beyond the scope of the standard. It could be done if the classifier could automatically request a TSPEC and request HCCA.

If the MSDU goes through the classifier and is matched to a TSPEC, it will have the appropriate TID to use HCCA.

Is this comment on something that has changed in the draft?  

What is the benefit of sending legacy frames with the QoS mechanism?

Multicasts may be part of this. 

In favor – this makes a QAP more useful in mixed environments. 

We could reject the comment because the capability is already there. The draft does not preclude this. Table 20.19 explicitly allows non-QoS data type in QoS HC.

Resolution – comment rejected: the draft does not preclude this functionality.

Motion to adopt the resolution.

Moved Mat Sherman

Second Srini

Vote – approved with unanimous consent.

Comment 848 – wants to allow prioritized flows with HC polled access. Wants to communicate queue state for all queues, all in one frame to the HC. 

Discussion

This might be impractical with direct links. 

This is only asking for 16 bits of information. Not doing this would be very inefficient. 

If you have a TXOP, you could send data frames with the Queue Size. There shouldn’t ever be a need to send null frames to communicate queue sizes. 

Since a station is not required to send the same TID as the poll, it isn’t needed. The station can communicate the queue state by sending from various queues when it gets TXOPs.

Resolution – comment rejected: the functionality is already supported. 

Resolution accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 849 – Both HCCA and EDCA are mandatory – why specify which to use? Wants to remove access policy from TSPEC signaling.

Discussion

While both are mandatory, they don’t operate simultaneously at an instant in time. Therefore a selection can be made. 

Need to state that it makes a difference to the AP whether a station is using HCCA or ECDA to determine how much bandwidth is needed.

The commenter may be interpreting that a station is prohibited from using EDCA at all if HCCA was selected. 

Regardless of the commenters intent, we cannot accept the recommendation. TSPECs are setting up polled parameters. 

Resolution – comment rejected.  Rationale was based on discussion


Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 853 – Move all informative text to annexes instead of qualifying the clause headings.

Discussion


Editor – Don’t think we should have binding resolutions on this issue


For instance TSPEC has small paragraph of informative description



Whole Annex does not make sense for one paragraph


Some should go to annex

Resolution: Alternate resolution – Will attempt to put some text in Annexes


Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 655 – Select a single access mechanism


Decline and use same text from last ballot cycle


No way to resolve this

Resolution: Declined with prior rationale


Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 470 – Don’t make HCF available in IBSS


Isaac’s right we have a problem we have to fix it


EDCA is available in QIBSS


Only subset of EDCA is available


A subset means can claim the part is present


Need text changes to avoid confusion


Don’t need text changes – sufficiently defined

Resolution:  Declined with rationale based on discussion.  Explained in Clause 5.6


Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 471 – Obeying NAV settings during CFP

Proposed Resolution: Change the second sentence in the last paragraph of this section to "This causes all STAs set their NAVs to the dot11CFPMaxDuration value at DTIM TBTT, as specified in 9.3.3.2"

Motion to accept the proposed resolution.

Accepted by unanimous consent.

Comment 473 – More Data Ack bit is redundant . Wants to remove it. 

The purpose is to allow an early termination of SP to save power. 

Against: The existing mechanism is to wait for the DTIM. This new mechanism is superior. 

There is a need for an uplink null frame to get a downlink.

Proposed resolution: Decline- the More Data Ack function allows stations to go to sleep before the end of the service period, and allows the needed signaling to occur in an ACK If this mechanism is eliminated, the station will have to stay awake until the end of the SP if the AP does not have data to send to the STA.

Defer to September

Comment 474 - Queue Request and TXOP Request bits should be used only by QAP to advertise its capability. If these bits can be used by non-AP QSTA, it may arise a conflict situation.

Suggested resolution: Make Queue Request and TXOP Request bits to be ignored by QAP when the QoS Capability element is transmitted by a non-AP QSTAs.

Accepting this would be consistent with other uses of capability bits

This does not add value – a station should check capabilities before trying to associate.

Similar comment is in 173. If there is a mismatch, how is it resolved. This is the only known conflict. 

Resolution (to comment 474 and 173): Alternative resolution: Add to 10.3.10 text to indicate that the QAP shall support at least one of the Queue size or TXOP duration format, and non-AP QSTAs shall support both. In addition, modify 7.3.2.20 to indicate that the cited capability bits are “reserved” when transmitted by non-AP QSTAs.  Finally, in 9.9.2.3.1, describe station behavior to the effect that stations shall use a format that is indicated in the QoS capability field from the QAP.

Motion to accept this resolution


Moved Srini, Second Sid


Accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 173 – Same general topic as 474

Resolution: provide same resolution as comment 474

Accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 475 - The complexity introduced by the use of Q-Ack is not justify by the benefit.

Suggested resolution: Remove the bit Q-Ack from QoS Capabilities field

Discussion

If the AP sets this bit to 1 does it have to always use piggyback ACK? No. It is needed on the AP side to help a STA decide who to associate with.

If you advertise you are capable, but don’t use, what benefit to the station is there?

There are cases where using a +CF-ack is not the most efficient. For example when the station needing the ACK is at a low rate, and the data frame is going to a station at high rate.

Alternative Resolution: Add the text to 9.9.2.3, “A QAP that has dot11QAckOptionImplemented true may allow associations with stations advertising support for the Q-ack option, and such associations do not force the QAP to then be required to employ piggyback directed toward that station in frames that are not directed toward that associated station. 

Motion to accept this resolution

Moved Srini / Second Sid

Accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 476 – The buffer size allocated for a Block Ack session should not be changed.

Suggested Resolution: Remove "Re-ordering Buffer Size" from BA Control field or use it to indicate the current remaining size of the buffer allocated for this Block Ack session

Discussion

Related comment 170

Proposed resolution – Accept. Delete “Re-ordering Buffer Size” from the block ack frame

Accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 170 - Reordering Buffer size in BA control field is redundant because buffer information is already exchanged through ADDBA signaling.

Discussion


Same as previous – reserved field is the same thing.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 477 - Management type frames do not need to honor admission control procedures.

Suggested Resolution: Add the following text to the end of the first sentence of second last paragraph of section 9.1.3.1: "without being restricted by admission control procedures."

Discussion

We already discussed admission control – 

Implementers could use additional queues to prevent blocking of management frames. 

The current text specifies the access category, and thus precludes an additional queue.

The purpose of this resolution is intended to override the access category and put it at the head of the queue. 

We are not clear on whether management frames go to the head of a queue. We feel it could be done, but it is not explicit in the standard. A further change would require a new comment.

Resolution: Comment Accepted.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 481 – "The text says, ""Management type frames and BlockAckReq and BlockAck Control frames shall be sent by using the access category AC_VO." " This means that admission control is required to send management frames, if AC_VO requires admission control. However, considering that the traffic for management frame is not big, QAP should admit for the non-AP QSTA to send management frames without admission control by using the access category AC_VO. As for BlockAckReq and BlockAck Control frames, probably these frames should be sent by using the AC, by which QoS Data frames are sent."

Comment accepted: see resolution for Comment 477. In addition, change the text to indicated BlockAckReq and BlockAck Control frames shall be sent using the same QoS parameters as the QoS data frames.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 478 - The smallest value of AIFSN[AC] should be 2, as per defined in dot11EDCATableAIFSN MIB variable.

Discussion


We have already addressed this in resolution to 276.

Comment 482 - QoS +CF-Poll should be transmitted at one of the rates included in basic rate set

We have already resolved this in comment 227

Accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 483 - The second paragraph of section 9.7 restrict the use of Block Ack mechanism

Suggested resolution: Add the following sentence to the end of the second paragraph of section 9.7 (9.8 in the base standard): "This restriction is not applicable for MSDUs that are to be transmitted using Block Ack mechanism.

Discussion

This is the base standard restricting the operation.

Need to expand this for not only block-ack, but also to cover TID

Alternative Resolution: Accept the recommended change, and add that this does not apply when the TID is different.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 489 – Section 9.9.2.4.1 is inconsistent. It is describing the old schedule element. 

Discussion

Editor will update sub-clause and move it to the annex.

Alternative Resolution update the subclause based on the definition of the schedule element.

Accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 494 - Since data frames that are to be transmitted during a TXOP are solely determined by the TXOP holder, then what is the purpose for carrying TID information in QoS (+)CF-Poll frames of subtype Null.

Suggested resolution: Make the TID field reserve in all QoS (+)CF-Poll frames of subtype Null

Discussion

It is useful for the station to have scheduling information, and what the HC intended. 

In the case of a Poll with no data, the TID is a recommendation, not a requirement.

Resolution: Comment declined – the field provides some information to the polled station, and optionally permits per-TID polling.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 495 - Since data frames that are to be transmitted during a TXOP are solely determined by the TXOP holder, then what is the purpose of having aggregation bit in TSInfo field.

Comment withdrawn by commenter.

Comment 496 - TSInfo field is overloaded with signaling

Suggested resolution: Remove the Access Policy from TSInfo field and the restriction of transmitting data frames of a TS using EDCA mechanism

Discussion

This has been dealt with in comment 849.

The idea is a station that is being polled should not be wasting time (or grabbing extra time) by using EDCA contention. It would mess up the scheduler. There are certain situations where we do allow EDCA access. One is after a missed poll, or after a missed ACK.

Resolution – comment declined: the access policy allows for bi-lateral negotiation of the access method(s) used for a given stream. This allows the HC to preclude using EDCA for a given stream, which prevents inefficient use of the channel introduces by additional contention. 

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 497 - Duplication of functionality. What is the different between more data bit and EOSP bit?

Suggested Resolution: Clearly specify the need of EOSP.

Discussion

More Data bit is for downlink (Frames waiting at the AP), EOSP is for uplink (whether the STA is going to get polled again)

Power Save mechanism is independent of the delivery of parameterized traffic. 

Could we rename More Data to EOSP and maintain the current More Data functionality? 

Concerned that the More Data bit is already overloaded. It is also used in the legacy power save mode. 

Does the standard allow the STA to get data indicated by More Data even after the Service Period by using PS-Poll?

There are several inter-related issues here.

Time is up – Defer this comment until the September meeting.

Comment 498 - A rule should be specified to determine either originator or recipient initiate the BlockAck setup.

Suggested Resolution: Same rules as TS setup. BlockAck setup for downlink is by Recipient and BlockAck setup for uplink and sidelink is by Originator

Resolution: Comment Accepted

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 499 - There are too much signaling embedded for a TS management. Recommend change: Use a new management frame to perform TS suspension.

Discussion

Why do you need a new management frame? 

Comment Declined: There is a trade-off between signal processing and bandwidth consumed for management frames. The committee feels that the frequent exchange required to implement a TS suspension frame is more costly than the existing mechanism with an inactivity timer.

Accepted with Unanimous consent

Comment 500 - There are too much signaling embedded for a TS management

Comment declined – there is already more than one mechanism for performing the signaling. The station may send a QoS Null frame or a data frame method to perform the TS reinstatement. 

Accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 535 - The blockack mechanism has too many options in itself to provide reasonable expectations for applications that may benefit from block ack. The distinction between delayed and immediate blockack adds unnecessary complexity. If a device is not able to process immediate blockack it should not implement it in the first place.

Recommended change: remove delayed block ack as an option. Define the number of frames (buffers) that blockack can process to a fixed number, Proposal 8..

Discussion


There are a number of people who will vote No if there is no delayed block ack mechanism. 

There is definitely use to not have to figure it out in a SIFS time. Perhaps there is another mechanism? 

If the ack is computed on the host CPU, the time delay and response would be too long. 

Resolution: Decline – the first part is declined because the delayed ack allows sharing of the processing on the host with simplifies implementation. The second part is declined because different applications will require varying outstanding buffer lengths.

This comment was processed earlier, and was declined.

Re-opening of comment 544
Are protection mechanisms needed for no-ack traffic?

If there is no time for an ACK there is no time for RTS-CTS.

Stations sending no-ack traffic don’t know about collisions, and will not know. CWmin does not increase. However, the channel can be busy. 

Move to suspend the rule prohibiting reconsidering of a motion after the second day, for comment 544

Move Srini
Second Mat Sherman

Motion passes with unanimous consent

Motion to reconsider the resolution of comment 544.

Moved Srini

Second Amjad

Vote: passes 11 : 0 : 0

New alternative resolution: instruct the editor to reword the last paragraph in subclause 9.9.1.4 to clearly indicate that a protection mechanism should be used for frames not requiring immediate acknowledgement. In addition, the paragraph should be moved to clause 9.9.1.2. Instruct the editor to include similar text in 9.10 and 9.11.

Motion to accept this new resolution to comment 544

Moved Sid

Second Srini

Motion passes with unanimous consent.

The acting chair, Harry Worstell, reviews the IEEE patent policy and rules from the web site.

Comment 533 - The QBSS Load element creates significant beacon overhead and only relates to a single cell and not to overlapping BSS. The significance in edcf is not clear.

Recommended change: make the QBSS load element optional or  (shall -> may)

Discussion

Would like to decline – this is important for VoIP systems.

Supports removing– there are efforts to create a uniform handover mechanism. There are many cases where there is a single BSS and no roaming. There is not need for the overhead in those cases. 

You could make it effectively optional by just “stuffing” the field.

We could have a MIB variable to suppress transmission of the element.

We want every device to have the capability to support this.

Alternate Resolution: Instruct the editor to add a MIB variable which enables/disables the transmission of the QBSS Load element in beacons and probe response frames. The default state disables transmission of the QBSS Load element.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 534 - As the main purpose of the QBSS load element is to facilitate roaming, it should be handled by the roaming working group as it tries to create a unified approach to all 802 technologies.

Resolved by same resolution as used for comment 533.

Discussion

The commenter disagrees.

Motion to accept the resolution of comment 533 as the resolution for comment 534.

Moved Sid

Second Mathilde

Vote : passes 7 : 1 : 2

Comment 536 - The explicit blockackack request can be accomplished by other implicit and more efficient ways assuming that optional behavior is limited.

Recommended Change: Change the rules for Blockack. The last MPDU belonging to the fixed block should be acknowledged. The change of the capability bits to normal acknowledgment should have the same meaning of blockackack req.

Discussion

The efficiency gain for this change would be questionable. 

Wants to eliminate the specific frame for block ack request. Bits could be used for this purpose implicitly.

The reason why we moved away from this is because the blockack frame is very short. The probability of failure is much lower than for an MPDU. 

Straw Poll: how many are in support of declining the recommended change. 7 for; 2 against ; 3 abstain.

Resolution: Comment Declined: the current block ack mechanisms provide a level of implementation flexibility that is desired by the group, and the proposed change would eliminate the delayed ack

Motion to accept this resolution for comment 536.


Moved Sid


Second Mathilde


Vote:  Motion passes 8 : 2 : 2

Comment 540 – in 9.10.3, last sentence: change “Originators, however, may not switch …” to “originators however shall not switch.”

Discussion

Say the block ack is sent, but the recipient is not ready? 

Alternative resolution: Delete the final sentence of the penultimate paragraph in clause 9.10.3 and add a paragraph after the penultimate paragraph as follows: “No block ack parameters shall be changed without renegotiation”.

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent.

Comment 541, 542 - In figure QoS-CF Poll indicates that Blockack is used in conjunction with CF poll only

Recommended change: Remove CF Poll entity in drawing.

Disposition – accept recommended change

Resolution accepted with unanimous consent

Comment 543 - The error recovery is not sufficient. If the timeout for blockack frame is exceeded, the system reverts into normal acked operation. However, the previously received QoS data frames are passed to the higher layer. When reverting to normal operation the notion of in sequence delivery is lost as the receiver expects the next frame following the last correctly received frames.

Recommended change: Add a note that the sequence number at the receiver should be advanced only upon correctly received acknowledgments including blockacks.

Discussion 

Block Ack can be tricky on error recovery. RX and TX can get out of sync if the sequence numbers are not attended to.

What happens if a frame is lost, and the block ack is also lost? 

Sequence numbers and fragment numbers must be advanced only for correctly received frames.

Defer discussion until tomorrow.

General Discussion

What will the sequencing of comments be tomorrow?

What topics are of interest? APSD – late afternoon. 

What is the conclusion tomorrow? 4:00PM. Several people are leaving at noon?

What is the minimum number needed? 

Suggestion – if some can stay, they could address non-technical comments. 

Motion to modify the agenda and adjourn at 2:00PM. 

Moved Mat Sherman

Second Srini

Motion passes with unanimous consent.

We will finish Thomas’ comments, and then address comments that we think we can fix while here.

We will set times for teleconferences tomorrow. They will start next week.

The meeting is recessed at 6:30 PM. 

Session resumed at 8:45 AM on 8/28/02

Tim Godfrey chaired as John, Duncan, and Harry were unavailable.

Secretary Mat Sherman

Comment 792 – Issue with Legacy station obeying duration field

Discussion


Re 7.1.3.2


In 7.1.2 need to say only for protocol =0


Only process for valid type and subtype?


Delete statement concerning valid


Need to reference table 1


Reserved Type “11” needs a statement as well

Extended discussion 5 minutes


In 7.1.2 add without regard for type and subtype even when reserved


Should also include note on FCS

Resolution:  Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 789 – Resolved by 792

Resolution: Alternative resolution.  Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 788 – Compliment Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 751 -  Issue with legacy station obeying duration field

Resolution: Alternative resolution.  Accepted by unanimous consent

Comment 183 & 653 – What to do with Annex C

Discussion

Recommend remove Annex C in WG


Can’t find reference

WG does not have authority to delete


Can be done through TG M

Resolution:  Accepted resolution in 183 for both comments by unanimous consent

Comment 543 – Deferred from yesterday

Discussion


Recap of issues from yesterday



Retransmit all that have not been acknowledged



Transmitter never retransmits any, and skip forward to next one




Receive assume other sequence numbers are released


Who will address issue – folks will think about it.

Resolution: Defer to September

Comment 551 – Channel selection mechanism for Overlapped BSS

Discussion


Is this issue out of scope


What about TGh – Only applies for 802.11a


All solutions proposed to date only partially accepted


Beacon collisions


Add TSF synchronization mechanism


Matthew Sherman plans to provide proposal in September

Resolution:  Defer till September

Comment 552 – Block Ack and Fragmentation used together?

Discussion


May have to fragment for TxOP limitations


Block Ack does not eliminate reason for fragmentation


Smaller frames smaller chance of error


Have Block Ack format with and without fragmentation

Resolution: Defer till September

Comment 553 – How is QBSS Load element used?

Discussion


Yes we need it


Mark will provide

Resolution:  Defer to September

Comment 555 – Change TOS to  DCSP

Discussion


RFC2474 is superceding RFC791


No one using TOS and was deprecated


Matthew Sherman plans to provide proposal in September 



Will support both TOS and DCSP

Resolution: Defer to September

Comment 559 – Can stations use PIFS?

Discussion


Only permitted within TxOP

Resolutions: Defer

Comment 918 – Make QoS capabilities element optional

Discussion


Restrict to probe response and association response

Straw poll on rejecting comment 5:3 

There is a QoS bit in capabilities feild

Resolution: Accepted by Unanimous Consent

Comment 919 – Remove more data / Ack feild

Discussion


Similar to comment 473 – Deferred

Resolutions: Defer till September

Comment 920, 921, 922 –  

Discussion


Resolved by 918

Resolutions:  Alternative resolution, see comment 918.  Adopted by unanimous consent

Comment 923 – Element numbers for Long / Short EDCA parameter

Discussion

Resolution:  Deferred to September

Motion to amend agenda to allow 15 minute presentation from Motorola on APSD

Moved by: Ye   
Second: Sid    


Passed by unanimous consent

Ye presented IEEE 802.11 03/0661aR0


Some discussion

Back to Comment 923

Comment 923 – 

Discussion


Only AC_info is carried in short form


Need figure for short format


When should AP use which format


What should station do when received?


Probe request if as short changes



AP might respond short when station wanted long


Asked Thomas to prepare proposal addressing issue

Resolution:  Defer to September

Comment 752 – interpretation of reserved bits

Discussion


Force to 0 in definition?


Use to redefine all bits in word vs use as spare bit


Don’t want to allow change mapping of existing fields


Don’t want to eliminate use of one bit field

Resolution: Comment declined based on discussion points

Pass by unanimous consent

Comment 753 – withdrawn

Comment 754 -  restore unknown queue size

Discussion


Could base schedule decision souly on TSPEC without queue feedback


Some implementation might not track exact queue size

Resolution:  Comment accepted by unanimous consent

Coment 755 – Rules for QACK’ing

Discussion


QACK bit usage not fully defined?


See comment 272

Did not finish discussing comment

Per agenda adjourned at 2 PM.

Comment counts:

94 Technical Comments resolved

75 Editorial Comments resolved

Minutes
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