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Monday Afternoon Session, Sept. 17, 2007

Chair: Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation)
Secretary: Todor Cooklev (Hitachi) 
1. The meeting begins at 16:02 pm by the Chairman, Ganesh Venkatesan.  

2. The chair shows the agenda in document 2448r1 and asks for suggestions. 

3. The chair draws attention to the policies and procedures governing this call. 
Essential Patents:

No knowledge of essential patents from the SG members.
No essential patent knowledge that the 802.11 WG chair needs to be aware of.
1. The chair asks for a volunteer secretary to take the minutes. Todor Cooklev volunteers. 

2. Motions

a. Move to approve the minutes of the San Francisco (July 2007) meeting minutes – doc 07/2256r2)
Moved: T. Cooklev

Second: Alex Ashley 

Approved by unanimous consent 

a. Move to approve the minutes of the VTS SG teleconferences (Aug through Sep 2007) minutes recorded in document 07/2299r2 
Moved: T. Cooklev

Second A. Ashley

Approved by unanimous consent 
b. Move to request the WG to authorize VTS SG teleconferences scheduled as follows: Weekly on Mondays  starting from 2007-10-15 starting at 11:00 AM EDT  (60 minutes long) till two weeks after the November 2007 IEEE 802.11 meeting. 
Moved: Alex Ashley

Second: T. Cooklev
Approved by unanimous consent 
3. The chair discusses where are we in the process.

4. Rajnesh (Cisco) What are the problems with the 802.11 MAC? 

5. Alex Ashley (NDS) I have went through the 802.11 documents during the last 3 years to find what the problems with the current MAC are. There are common topics among the 802.11 documents. 

6. Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America) We answered what the problems are during the tutorial we gave at the March 2007 meeting. 

7. Rajnesh: Why separate home from enterprise? 

8. Alex: There are some differences between enterprise and home environments. Enterprise environments have multiple APs. 

9. Rajnesh: I am OK with separating things but I want more reasoning. What is the problem with the current MAC? 

10. Alex: This has been answered. 

11. Ganesh: We agreed to narrow the scope to the home environment. Let’s solve the easy problem first. 

12. Alex: The developed features will be used in all environments. 

13. Ganesh shows the PAR/5C draft document and asks for comments. 

14. Rajnesh: You are making the standard very specific by saying “video streaming between CE devices in a home environment” in the title.

15. Ganesh: Do you have a proposal to change the title? 

16. Rajnesh: Stop after “video streaming”. 

17. Alex: This is reasonable. 

18. Todor: I also support this. 

19. John Simons: Can you mention the relationship with 802.1avb? They are more consumer-centric. 

20. Ganesh: Later we mention 802.1

21. Rajnesh: Mentioning CE is a little different from mentioning home environment. 

22. Dalton Victor (Qualcomm) I agree with Rajnesh. Multi-family dwelling looks a lot like enterprise. I like removing everything after streaming. 

23. Straw poll:
For title 2.1:
· Option-1 MACenhancements for video streaming (21)
· Option-2 MAC enhancements for video streaming between consumer electronic devices (0)
· Option-3 MAC enhancements for video streaming between consumer electronic devices in a home environment (0)
24. John S. Robust or reliable? 

25. Ganesh: Robust means sturdy. Whatever changes happen, it can work. 

26. Ganesh: Section 5.2 provides the scope of this project. 

27. Rajnesh: It sounds like you a tweaking the “video content”. 

28. Todor: I disagree. 

29. John: How about “video transport stream”? 

30. Ganesh: How about “video streaming”? 

31. Todor: How about just “video”? The group unanimously agrees. 

32. Rajnesh: Are we assume that QoS mechanisms include power save. 

33. Dalton: How is the overlapping BSS related to video? It affects all traffic. 

34. Ganesh: True, however it impacts video much more than data. 

35. Andrew Myles; Is the intend to use EDCA or HCCA? 

36. Alex: EDCA is problematic in overlapping BSS. 

37. Andrew: Is the intend to have AP-coordination within an ESS? 

38. Andrew: There is a problem for overlapping BSS only for HCCA, but not for EDCA. 

39. Rajnesh: You have a bigger problem in the home environment with EDCA, than in the corporate environment. 

40. Ganesh: We do agree that there is a problem, but we do not know the exact solution. What shall we do with this bullet item? 

41. Daniel (Apple) Let’s say “transport of unicast/multicast video streams” for the third item. Ganesh and the group is OK with this. 

42. Ganesh: Are we in agreement about Section 5.2? Unanimous consent. 

43. Ganesh: Let’s move to Section 5.4, Purpose of the standard. 

44. Rajnesh: Let’s stop after streaming. 

45. Alex: I can make very robust delivery of video by re-sending it 500 times. This is not the intention here. 

46. Ganesh: Any more comments about 5.4? Let’s move to Section 5.5. 

47. Andrew: Is there a list of these proprietary implementations for video? 

48. Andrew: The SG could explore these proprietary implementations and limit the scope this way. 

49. Alex: Are you saying that we can’t do any work if we do not understand the details of someone else’s proprietary solution? 

50. Andrew: Maybe the solution is: use HCCA. This will be a huge project. Unless we really understand what the problems are, how can we proceed? 

51. Ranjnesh: We do not understand what the problem is. 

52. John: No vendor will release details to the SG. Why would they? 

53. Andrew: Is there a document list to reference other work for video? 

54. Alex: yes, 802.11 documents. 

55. Ganesh: There are other documents about how to improve 802.11 for video. 

56. Todor: The questions whether there are problems with the MAC got answered in Section 5.4. This is now Section 5.5 Remove “home environment”. 

57. Ganesh: Let’s move to the 5 criteria section. Section 17.5.1

58. Rajnesh: Let’s remove “home environment” like we did earlier. 

59. Ganesh: Any thoughts? 

60. John: Video is primary entertainment medium in modern homes and 

61. Harry Worstell: Ignore the attendance server for the rest of the day. We’ll use the old system the rest of the week. 

62. Johnny (Apple) Drinks on me! 

63. Rajnesh: Remove the first sentence in broad set of applicability. 

64. Todor: Why remove if it is a good sentence? 

65. Rajnesh: It sounds like video is an emerging enterprise application. Let’s say “Video is becoming an increasingly important medium for entertainment and enterprise communication”. 

66. Ganesh: Let’s move to part b). 

67. Todor: “Video streaming is a huge market”. 

68. John: “especially from individuals …” 

69. Todor: “Contributions to the 802.11 document server from individuals affiliated with CE companies, service providers, and equipment manufacturers is an indication of broad interest in this technology” 

70. Ganesh Let’s move to the next section. 

71. Ganesh” Edit “substantially different from other 802 standards. 

72. Alex: In part b, say “in all environments”. 

73. Ganesh: Section 17.5.4 Technical feasibility. 

74. Alex: If this is what they have for the DLS SG, keep it the same. 

75. Ganesh: OK. 

76. Todor: I ask for a 15-minute extension of the session, due to the interruption of Harry and Stuart to finish the task on hand. Is this in order?  

77. Ganesh: I am not sure. We’ll go until 6 pm. 

78. Andrew: Have there been simulations of FEC with 802.11? Why in 802.11e it wasn’t good enough? 

79. Alex: There has been submissions to 802.11 showing real-world simulations using FEC. 

80. Andrew: FEC on top of UDP? 

81. Alex: FEC on top of the application layer. 

82. Andrew: So you are doing FEC above the MAC? 

83. Alex: We are going into too much details; but yes, we might allow FEC at a higher layer. Also, the error concealment is facilitated by supplying it packets with bit errors. 

84. Mike Lifschitz, Metalink, FEC helps on top of the UDP to repair the packets. 

85. Ganesh: Do we need a coexistence assurance document? 

86. Alex: If the DLS SG didn’t need one, we don’t. 

87. Ganesh: Section 17.5.5. The same as for the DLS SG. Any comments? 

88. John: make “home/enterprise” in part b) 

89. Todor: I would like to make a motion to vote on the PAR/5C document. 

90. Motion:

91.  Move to approve PAR/5C as specified in document 07-1972/r5 and forward it to the 802.11 WG for approval.
Moved:  Todor Cooklev
Seconded: Alex Ashley
Vote: For: 14; Against: 1; Abstain: 3. Motion passes. 

92. SG in recess till 09/19/2007 at 18:02 (HST)
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Wednesday Afternoon Session, Sept. 19, 2007

Chair: Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation)

Secretary: Todor Cooklev (Hitachi), this session only 
1. The chair draws attention to the policies and procedures governing this call. 
Essential Patents:

No knowledge of essential patents from the SG members.
No essential patent knowledge that the 802.11 WG chair needs to be aware of.
1. The chair asks for a volunteer secretary to take the minutes. Todor Cooklev volunteers. 
2. The chair reminds the attendees of the policies and procedures. 
Proposed Agenda:

· Essential Patents

· Appointment of a secretary

· Updates to Sections 5.2 and 5.4 of 07-1972r5

· Motion/Vote

· Approve VTS SG PAR/5C document 

· Technical Presentation – Improvements for multicast (Pankratov Denis)

· Call for Technical Presentations

· Goals for November

· Adjourn

1. The agenda is approved unanimously. 

2. Ganesh. We’ll work on the PAR/5C document and see if whether we can come up with a new PAR/5C document. 

3. Section 5.2. This amendment defines enhancements for robust video streaming. 

4. John Simons: The specifics are moved to a different section. 

5. Ganesh: shows the new and old texts under Section 5.2
6. The chair moves on to Section 5.5 

7. Andrew Myles: Section 5.5 does not say completely why is this solution necessary. Say “including pre-802.11n Draft 2.0 implementations”. 

8. Peter Ecclesine suggests an appropriate place to insert this text.

9. The chairman moves to the Section with five criteria and asks for comments on Section 17.5.1 Broad market potential. 

10. Peter Ecclesine and Brian Hart (Cisco) suggests removing the third sentence in part b) of 17.5.1. Agreed. 

11. The chair moves to Section 17.5.2. 
12. Peter 802.1f does not work anymore. 

13. Brian: In the 802 overview and architecture the renewal failed. It failed because they said that only 1 in 10^6 frames could be delivered with an error. The comments were ignored and they were planning to start a new project. 

14. Peter: The CRC does not provide adequate protection, because the protection it based on the PHY error rate characteristics. 

15. Andrew: We can say that we can pass packets with a higher error rate than otherwise required. 

16. Alex Ashley: In the bold text we already say that we’ll conform to the 802 family. 
17. Peter Ecclesine: We can emerge from this item in 5 min. Peter shows 802-2001.pdf. Section 7.3 is error rates.I do not think we can conform to the requirement from 2001, so I do not think we should say that we should conform to it. We can say that we are going to work with 802 to define something that we can conform to it. 

18. The chairman moves to the next section 17.5.3 Everyone agrees about the first items a), b) and c)

19. The chairman moves to Section 17.5.4. 

20. Peter: Delete that “Technical feasible solutions have been proposed to solve the problem of overlapping BSS”. There are no non-cooperative technically feasible solutions for overlapping BSS. Say this under mechanisms for increasing robustness. 
21. Todor: Shall we keep both lists? We can delete the first list, starting with “Technically feasible”. 
22. Chairman: Any objections to deleting the highlighted text? No objections. 

23. Alex: Remove the “FEC”; the proposal wasn’t modified FEC, but just FCS. 

24. Andrew: Regarding “payload with bit errors” – who are these frames delivered to? An AP or a high-layer? Is it to an AP or to the other side of the world? 

25. Joe Kwak – There is a certain amount of error tolerance in the video. The impact of dropping packets in the video stream than bit errors in the video. 

26. Andrew: A packet is not just MAC header and video. There are a number of headers. Are we talking about delivery of frames to the AP or to a receiver on the other side of the world? 

27. Alex: There are a number of headers, but we are talking about errors in the video. 

28. Andrew: The MAC has to make a judgement where is the bit error. 

29. Alex: It is a modification where you compute the FCS. 

30. Johnny (Apple); It is orders of magnitude what is required here. It is proposed that we say that we’ll enable a functionality where packets with bit errors are not thrown away. If you are saying that it is not technically feasible, then it is relevant. 

31. Andrew: Allowing the delivery of frames to whom? 
32. Ganesh: We do not have a good answer to this. 

33. Alex: These bullet items mean that 802.11 has received submissions on these topics. Whether it turns out that these things do not work, it is up to the TG to decide. Some of these things may be technically incorrect. 

34. Ganesh: added the word “video”. Would this address the concern? 
35. Andrew: There are very few constraints in this PAR. It could become another 802.11n. 

36. Peter: There have been technically feasible solutions that have been commercial failures. 

37. Ganesh: There was a suggestion to make the PAR as specific as possible. There was another suggestion to make the PAR as general as possible. I am torn between these extremes. 

38. Peter: What we did in 802.11y is the right thing. We said we are not doing the work of 802.11w, not the work of 802.11k, etc. This is what you can do. The TG has to identify the principles, etc. When others come with proposals, you can evaluate them according to the principles. 

39. Ganesh: shall we take FEC off? 

40. Ganesh: shall we remove the entire statement? 

41. John S. I object. 

42. Ganesh: Finally, remove FEC? 
43. Ganesh: any specific concerns about enhancements to QoS? 

44. Peter: We are in the section on technical feasibility, so no. 

45. John: Is the word “unicast” relevant. Do we want it? 
46. Ganesh: There was one presentation with this title. 

47. Ganesh: We claim that we do not need a coexistence assurance document. 

48. Ganesh: The last criteria is economic feasibility. 

49. Johnny: The word “small set” may be a problem. 
50. Peter: There is a problem with the first sentence in c). 

51. Alex: We can keep only the last sentence. 

52. Peter: Sure, this seems right. 

53. Peter: You can leave the whole section c). 

54. The chairman is editing the header and footer of the document as appropriate. 
55. Motion:

Move to approve the PAR and 5 Criteria document  IEEE 802.11-07/1972r6 and forward to ExCom for Approval, and to 802.1avb for consideration. 
Moved by Ganesh Venkatesan on behalf of the Study Group.
Study Group Vote: 
Moved: Todor Cooklev 
Second: Alex Ashley     
Discussion on the motion:

· Jon Rosdahl: Under purpose I would suggest “This amendment defines a standard for robust video … “ This is unanimously accepted by the group. 

· Jon Rosdahl is reading the text and making various editorial suggestions regarding Title, completion date. 

· Discussion whether the completion of this standard is dependent on another standard. 

· The chairman asks for more discussions on the motion. No more discussions. 

Vote: For: 12; Against: 0; Abstain: 7 – the motion passes 
56. The meeting is ends at 17:55 (HST) and adjourned till the November plenary in Atlanta.
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