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Oct 08, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

Chair -- Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd)

Attendees --  Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America), Marc Emmelmann (TU Berlin), Donald Schultz (Boeing), Yongho Seok (LG Electronics), Alexander Safonov (LG Electronics).
 

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:05 AM EDT.

 

1. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to hyperlinks that are listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference.

2. The agenda for this meeting was proposed.

Teleconference formalities (IEEE-SA Patent Policy, etc)

Work towards completion of the PAR/5C document
3. Work towards completion of the PAR/5C document: 

1. The chair read through the text of section 5.2 (proposed scope) and then asked for comments on each bullet point of the proposed scope.
2. Request for comments on “Interworking with relevant 802.1 mechanisms including, but not limited to, 802.1avb and 802.1as”. No comments were made.

3. Request for comments on “Modified FCS/ARQ behaviour allowing the delivery of video with configurable retransmission policies, and in certain well defined instances, appropriately tagged frames with video payload bit errors”

3.1. It was suggested that it was not necessary to use the word “video” as the techniques produced by the VTS amendment may be applicable to other types of data. It was suggested to replace “video” with “frames”, to which the group agreed.
4. Request for comments on “Increasing robustness in overlapping BSS environments, based upon existing 802.11 mechanisms without the requirement for a centralised management entity”
4.1. Concern was raised that saying “based upon existing 802.11 mechanisms” was too limiting in that it did not allow for any changes or enhancements. It was suggested to insert the term “enhancing” to indicate that improvements were in-scope.
5. Request for comments on “Enhancements to EDCA timing and parameter selection for video transport”
5.1. It was asked if this topic might be in conflict with the QSE group, as they might also be making modifications to EDCA. It was felt that conflict was unlikely, based upon the WMM knowledge of the group, but that a WMM expert is need to check on this. It was also pointed out that techniques to deal with such situations already exist within the 802.11 task groups where there is overlap. Extended channel switch announcement was given as an example that required close cooperation between 3 task groups.

6. Request for topics that are missing from the scope statement.

6.1. It was suggested that “methods to improve multicast” should be added to the topic list. It was asked if the topics on EDCA parameter modifications and ARQ behaviour already covered these topics. The concensus of the group appeared to be that unless we were sure that the existing topic items covered multicast it was better to be “open” and explicitly mention multicast. Concern was expressed that “methods to improve multicast” was a rather broad topic and was similar to the “improvements to QoS” statement in the previous version of the PAR that raised lots of concerns in the plenary.
6.2. It was suggested that maybe it would be useful to have straw polls on each item in the PAR to guage level of interest in each topic. The temporary chair of the meeting requested to defer this question to allow the VTS chair to consider this request.
4. The chair took an Action Item to ask Bob O’Hara (chair of QSE study group) on the likelihood of there being overlap between the EDCA modifications proposed in the VTS PAR and the WMM harmonization work of the QSE group.
5. The chair took the Action Item to ask Ganesh Venkatesan (chair of VTS study group) about the idea of using straw polls to guage interest in each VTS topic.
6. The meeting ended at 11:56 AM (EDT).

October 15, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

Attendees (not complete): Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America), Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd), Alexander Safonov (LG Electronics), Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation)

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:04 AM EST.

 

7. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to hyperlinks that are listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference. No issue that the 802.11 WG Chair needs to be aware, was raised.

8. The proposed agenda for this meeting:

· Continue for where we left of at the last teleconference and address the following issues in the PAR/5C document. 

a. Potential QSE/VTS PAR overlap

b. Multicast

· If we complete editing the PAR, we could plan for presentations in the future teleconferences. Specifically:

a. Geared towards demonstrating bottlenecks that impair video, solutions to impairments that enable better video performance

b. Strategies to mitigate protocol issues with some of the optimizations that have been suggested so far – 

                        -- if frames with bit errors in the video payload are sent up to the MAC, how is that frame acknowledged?

                        -- if aggregation is turned on how does it work with allowing frames with bit errors in video payload?

                        -- is there a need for special acknowledgements?

                        -- OBSS solutions

9. Since the QSE SG is limited to focus on harmonizing WWM1.2 specification with 802.11 and nothing beyond, there is no overlap between QSE SG and VTS SG.

10. Addressing multicast enhancementsto 802.11 is of interest to VTS SG and will be retained in the VTS SG PAR. Use the following to describe multicast in the PAR – “Asynchronous multicast streams independent of power saving modes employed by associated stations.”

11. Reword section 5.2 for grammar – need to state the scope statement in such a way that if the scope statement were to be copied to the amendment, it described what is contained in the amendment – replace “will include enhancements” by “includes the following enhancements”

12. Remove the list of enhancements from section 17.5.4, as it repeats the same in the Scope section. Reword the contents of 17.5.4 to read right after the deletion of the list.

13. The chair volunteered to update the PAR submission (document 07/1972r8) and post 07/1972r9.

14. The teleconference ended at 11:40 AM EDT.
October 22, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

Attendance not recorded.

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:04 AM EST.

 

1. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to hyperlinks that are listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference. No issue that the 802.11 WG Chair needs to be aware, was raised.

2. The proposed agenda for this meeting:

· Discuss open issues in the PAR/5C submission (1972r9)

· Brainstorm on the ARQ/FEC proposal – what are the open issues here? Is the complexity worth the benefit? Are the benefits/complexity perceived by reviewers correctly? If not, what could we do to increase the comfort level?

· Graham’s presentation at the November Plenary 

· Other presentations at the November Plenary

· Review of goals for the November meeting
3. Is there a way to state in the PAR that “use of packets with bit-errors in the payload” will be further investigated and be included in the project if a viable solution is found? No. The PAR needs to clearly state what the project will do.

4. 802.11 is virtually error-free – meaning non-acked packets are retransmitted.  So, why worry about using packets with bit-errors in the payload? Yes, non-acked packets are retried. But the time they arrive without bit-errors at the receiver can cause problems for video – video requires bounded delay/jitter.

5. If delay/jitter needs to be bound, is there a threshold of how large the window is?

6. If a STA decides to allow packets with bit-errors in the payload, would this not be a local decision? If so, why do we need a protocol specification?

7. Encryption breaks the whole idea of “using packets with bit-errors in the payload”. Yes, it does. Let’s address the ‘in-the-clear’ problem first and then tackle what happens if encryption is turned ON. Encryption may not be needed as application layer uses DRM protection.

8. So, can we turn off encryption for the video stream but use encryption for other traffic in the link? Does 802.11 allow per-stream encryption?

9. What happens if TGn aggregation is turned ON. Aggregation combines packets from different streams. How will video be treated specially?

10. VTS SG only proposes to provide “hooks” to be able to use packets with bit-errors in the payload. The STA may or may not take advantage of these hooks. Is this the way to write a standard? A specification must ascertain that it works on all cases – encryption turned ON/OFF, the STA is an end-point or an intermediate node, etc.

11. Allowing the use of packets with bit-errors in the payload is very useful for Broadcast/Multicast scenarios.

12. Need to compile a list of all issues with the “use of packets with  bit-errors in the payload approach”, try to address each of those issues in a convincing fashion. If we cannot do that then we should be prepared to drop this from the PAR.

13. The chair volunteered to develop a presentation on this topic – list all issues that have been raised against this approach thus far. Use this as a discussion topic for the next teleconference.

14. The teleconference ended abruptly at 12:00 PM EST. A member was half way through his comment when the teleconference ended. The comment was received later via e-mail to the chair.

I think the call ended while I was trying to express this idea...

IF the group wants to keep the FEC par bullet, it will need to be prepared to address the controversy that raises. One way to do that may be to offer to do a "tutorial" at the November plenary (the mon or tues eve slots). The proponents would need to describe the proposed mechanisms and answer questions about the issues it raises. 

The proponents would either manage to lower the concern level - which would help pass the par, or they will get lots of info as to why what they propose has problems.

Either way it seems the SG would end up with valuable info...

Just an idea to consider.

October 29, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

Attendees (not complete): Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America), Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd), Michael Livshitz (Metalink), Graham Smith (DSP group), Harkirat Singh (Samsung), Steve (Atheros), Brian Hart (Cisco), Alexander Safonov (LG Electronics), Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation) – a member whose name sounds like Geago also attended.(I did not get the spelling correct – apologies).

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:04 AM EST.

 

1. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to hyperlinks that are listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference. No issue that the 802.11 WG Chair needs to be aware, was raised.

2. The proposed agenda for this meeting:

· Preliminaries [5 minutes]

· update on (a) Tutorial proposal at the plenary (b) VTS SG extension concerns [ 5minutes]

· Brainstorm on the ARQ/FEC proposal presentation to the joint 802.11 VTS SG-802.1avb meeting. Complete the straw man presentation – assign sub-topics to volunteers for adding details [ 30 minutes]

· Review goals for the November meeting [5 minutes]

· Other business [10 minutes]

3. The tutorial slots for the November Plenary are all taken. The 802.11 WG Chair offered a 1-hour slot on Wednesday but the VTS SG chair chose to use the 802.1avb-802.11 VTS joint meeting time for the presentation on “Modified ARQ/FEC” and discussion.

4. 802 EC is concerned about architectural implications of the “Modified ARQ/FEC” approach – all issues/concerns on this topic need to be completely addressed if this needs to be part of the PAR.

5. The VTS SG chair failed to communicate to Harkirat Singh confirming his request for time to present a document on “FCS related behavior”. As a result, the presenter was not prepared for the presentation. The presentation was scheduled for the next teleconference (Nov 08, 2007 11:00 AM EST).

6. Review of the document for the joint meeting (this document is not in the document server. The chair sent the document via e-mail to the attendees of the teleconference): 

a. Describe what the problem is, what is the proposed solution, list known concerns and how each one can be addressed/mitigated.

b. Discussion of a FEC at the PHY layer – assigned to Ed Reuss

c. FEC – variants and what we are interested in – assigned to Todor. Brian also volunteered to provide some input on this topic.

d. What happens whrn encryption is turned ON – assigned to Ganesh

e. Graham volunteered to provide more information for the presentation

7. The teleconference ended at 12:00 PM EDT.

November 05, 2007 11:00 AM EST

Attendees (not complete): Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America), Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd), Don Schultz (Boeing), Harkirat Singh (Samsung) and Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation)

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:04 AM EST.

 

1. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to hyperlinks that are listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference. No issue that the 802.11 WG Chair needs to be aware, was raised.

2. The proposed agenda for this meeting:

a. Preliminaries [5 minutes]

b. Failed FCS Behavior document 07/2707r0 – Harkirat Singh (Samsung Electronics) [15 minutes]

c. “Modified ARQ/FCS behavior” presentation for the joint 802.11 VTS 802.1avb meeting (document 07/2714r0 to be posted later) [30 minutes]
d. Review agenda for the November meeting [10 minutes]

3. Document 2707r0 – discussion on requirements for detecting/allowing packets with payload bit-errors

a. This presentation does not propose a solution. It highlights what needs to be addressed by any solution that allows propogation of packets with payload bit-errors to higher layers.

b. FCS failed packets will not be acked withing SIFS. An ack maybe generated within EIFS to avoid re-transmission.

c. Fairness issues, if any need to be addressed. Is there a fairness issue? 

d. FCS computation cannot be arbitrarily started and stopped. It starts at the start of a packet and goes on to the end. What can be done is store intermediate values, if needed.

e. A similar (2-FCS) scheme is used by 802.15.3? Bluetooth?

4. Discussion on 2714r0 – document targeted at the joint 802.1avb/802.11 VTS SG meeting.

a. Ed Ruess volunteered to complete the calculations for probability of bit-errors in the payload for a 11n packet.

b. Ed Ruess volunteered to provide an explanation of how the 10-11 BER threshold is established.

c. Alex Ashley volunteered to provide a spreadsheet on error rates.

d. Michael Livshitz volunteered to provide data on typical re-transmissions. There is a question – “are there significant re-transmissions causing video thresholds on delay/jitter to be violated?”

e. Graham Smith volunteered to re-visit his calculations.

f. There was a discussion on what happens if encryption is turned on – cut-n-paste attack on multi-FCS partaiily encrypted packets, 802.11i does not permit per-stream encryption and bit-errors on encrypted packets do not correlate to bit-errors on the decrypted payload. Decrypt engines can get all confused with errors in the encrypted packet and may render the decrypted packet useless.

g. The chair volunteered to collect all the inputs and incorporate them into the presentation document (07/2714).

5. The teleconference ended at 12:12 PM EST.




Abstract


The minutes from VTS SG teleconferences between Oct-Nov 2007 are contained in this document.
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