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Tuesday March 10th – AM2 Meeting

The chair of the 11aa task group was Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel Corporation)
The secretary for this meeting was Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd)
Chair called the meeting to order at 10:30am

Chair reminded members to record their attendance.

The chair presented document 11-09-0222r3, which contained the provisional agenda for the week.

Chair showed the policies and procedures slide, which includes the IEEE Patent policy.

Chair asks if there are any patent claims. There are no responses. 

Chair presents provisional agenda.

Agenda item to review harmonized reliable multicast proposal (document 09-0340r0) added to Tuesday AM2.

Presentation on OBSS QoS issues (document 09-0347r0) added to Tuesday AM2.

Chair asked if there was any objection to approving the agenda for Tuesday AM2 – no objections.

Review of minutes from Los Angeles interim meeting (09-0170r0), the Jan-Mar teleconference minutes (09-0221r1) and minutes from the Monday ad-hoc (09-0324r0).

Motion-1: “Move to approve TGaa Los Angeles Session Minutes (in document 09-0170r0)”

Moved by Hang Liu,

Seconded by David Hunter

Result: Unanimously

Motion-2: “Move to approve Jan – Mar ’09 Teleconference Minutes (document 09/0221r1)”

Moved by Graham Smith

Seconded by David Hunter

Result: Unanimously

Motion-3 (to approve the minutes from the ad-hoc) is postponed to Thursday.

Motion-4: (to approve teleconference schedule) is postponed to Thursday.

A discussion was started on OBSS strategy/plan.

There was a discussion on what is the expected size of OBSS that TGaa needs to support
.

Proposal: “Any solution needs to handle chains of up to 8 overlapping BSS”

Further discussions were postponed to allow people to check the minutes from the ad-hoc to check that the proposal agrees with the consensus from the ad-hoc.

Question: Does the definition of OBSS include the scenario where AP’s cannot directly hear each other?
Answer: Yes
Chair requests the group to think about the OBSS definition and return to the topic later in the week.

Graham Smith (DSP Group) presented document 09-0347r0 “OBSS OSQAP QoS Issues”
Q: What happens when an AP has a zero Q load, but then increases its load? Do the others AP need to reduce their loading?

A: Good point that needs to be considered.

Q: The proposal appears to be based upon peak load calculations, as opposed to dynamic allocations. It also allocates proportionally amongst all APs in the chain. This helps to make the problem simpler, but it does not provide the most optimal use of the spectrum.

A: If the total load is less than 100% there is no problem. The issue is when you go over 100%. If you try to allocate more optimally, you will probably find that all APs in the chain impact each other.

Comment on concern of using peak usage allocation, because it does not provide the most optimal solution.

Q: Another issue is that rate adaptation means that we have a huge range between minimum and maximum PHY rates (e.g. 1mbps to 300mps). Most admission control systems today use minimum PHY rate to calculate medium time, which means that a couple of voice calls would consume the admission capacity.

A: I agree. In a previous presentation (08-1470r4) I gave examples of how fixing at 54mbps caused a huge improvement. Another way of improving the overlapping problems is by using transmit power control.

Hang Liu (Thomson Inc) presented document 09-340r0 “More Reliable GroupCast Proposal”.

Q: Is MRG service setup frames sent unicast?

A: Yes.

Q: There are three ACK policies. Is there any indication of when to use each policy?

A: If there are not many multicast groups or many users, the directed approach is probably best. When there are more stations, one of the other policies is better. The AP will have its own algorithm to select policy.

Comment: The normative text has been uploaded as document 08-1244r1.
Q: You are adding a partial bitmap to the block ack request. Have you considered the case where an AP has multiple BSSID? It depends upon how AIDs are allocated. There could be the case of multiple STAs with the same AID, on different BSSIDs. If they both see the same block ack request, they may be confused.

A: The TA (transmit address) in the block ACK request will have the BSSID.

12:26 PM – Recess until Wednesday AM1.

Wednesday March 11th – AM1 Meeting

The chair called the meeting to order at 8:02am.

The chair asked the attendees if anyone had knowledge of patents that may be essential for TGaa that the working group should be made aware.

No response.

The chair presented slide 12 of document 09-0222r5 with the tentative agenda for the AM1 meeting. He asked if there were any additions or modifications to the agenda. – No modifications.

The chair asked for approval of the agenda for the AM1 meeting – Unanimous

Kevin Rhee (ICU) presented document 09-0277r0 “Efficient Error Control Using Network Coding for Multicast Transmission”. 09-130r4

Q: You change the data frame format to support this. Does this require a hardware change?

A: No, the existing MAC can be used, but there is an extra buffer.
Q: Have you compared this with forward error correct (FEC) at the application layer?

A: This scheme only handles one error per station per block. Application layer FEC may be helpful for this.
Q: How would you ensure there is only one packet loss?

A: It is a trade-off between higher-order FEC coding and simple error correction.

Q: If you do need extra protection for the error control frame?

A: Maybe.
Q: When a frame with an invalid FCS is found, it is discarded. In your proposal, does it have to be passed to the upper layer?

A: Yes.

Q: Is is always fixed at 3:1 ratio? Have you considered burst errors? You need to add signalling to signal the error control packet. Have you considered 802.11n aggregation?

A: The ratio depends upon error conditions. This ratio is controlled by the block ACK. Aggregation can be used.

Q: Do you have to use delayed block ACK?

A: No, I am proposing to use immediate block ACK.

Q: You probably need to add a sequence counter inside your protected frame, because the sequence counter at the 802.11 layer cannot be used because there is one counter for all broadcast & multicast frames.
A: My preference is to use per-flow sequence number.

Q: Your proposal is a one dimensional XOR system. You might want to consider a 2d XOR, which still only uses XORs but can handle multiple errors.

A: I will have a look.

Q: Earlier you said that packets in error (failed FCS) are passed to higher layers. I am not clear as to why this is required.

A: Discarding is also possible.

Q: Members of the multicast group need to have similar error rates so that there is only one error per STA per block?
A: One option would be to divide the group in to similar error rates, or adjust the block size to the worst members of the group.

Jochen Miroll (Saarland University) presented document 09-0247r0 “Quasi-reliable Multicast”.

Jochen Miroll (Saarland University) presented document 09-0290r1 “Feedback-jamming ARQ mechanisms”
Q: If you have one close station and another station a distance (maybe behind a wall), the jamming of the ACK will not work because the ACK from the closer station would not be jammed. For example step AGC on the AP will cause it to correctly receive the ACK.

A: This needs research.

Q: I agree that in practice that the jamming will not work. On slide 4 you have a block ACK length of 10 and 25 receivers. Have you tried a simulation with these numbers reversed, so that the block ACK length is larger than the number of stations?

A: No

Q: An option would be to select the leader to be a station with the weakest signal.

A: Yes, you would want to intelligently select the leader.

Q: On slide 10, if aggregation is used, it looks like the scheme only allows the entire frame to be NACKd, when only some MPDUs are lost.

A: In the retransmission phase, it signals the lost data.

Q: Are we sure that a collision will not cause jamming?

A: Yes, I have experience of this occurring.

Comment: Even if you select the leader, you still can’t stop the “capture affect”

Q: On slide 10, do you require that the FEC decode has to happen within SIFS to be able to send the ACK?

A: There can be more than SIFS between the first and second phases.

A: You don’t need to perform the FEC decode, you just need to know how many packets are required for data recovery, based upon the strength of the FEC code.
Hang Li (Thomson) presented documents 09-0340r0 (presentation) and 08-1244r2 (normative text) on “More Reliable GroupCast”
There was a discussion as to whether there are any issues with this proposal when (802.11v) virtual AP is used.
Motion-3: “Move to approve March 09, 2009 ad hoc meeting minutes (document 09/0324r0)”

Moved: Alex Ashley

Seconded: Hang Liu

Result: Unanimous

Group discussed teleconference schedule, no conclusion reached before time ran out.
10:00 am – Recess until Thursday AM1.

Thursday March 12th – AM1 Meeting

Joint meeting with 802.1AVB

The chair called the meeting to order at 8:00am.

The chair asked the attendees if anyone had knowledge of patents that may be essential for TGaa that the working group should be made aware.

No response.

Chair displayed slide 13 of 09-0222r5 that contained the proposed agenda for this meeting.

Phillippe Klein (Broadcom) presented document avb-phkl-dmn-80211-0903-v02 “802.11 specific input to DMN specification”
Q: (Slide 8) In the case of downlink, some information (e.g. TID, schedule) needs to be sent to the Q-STA, it can’t all be done at the AP.
A: Yes.

Q: (Slide 7) In the case of a relayed bandwidth request, how is this message relayed?

A: It would be a new (action?) 802.11 frame.

Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd) presented document 11-09-0264r0 “Drop Precedence in wireless, wired-wireless networks”

Q: Can C-TAG be used to signal drop precedence?

A: C-TAG does have a spare bit, which is used in an S-TAG for drop precedence signalling, but using this in a C-TAG is not simple. There are issues with legacy equipment that expects this bit to be zero. It would require the starting of a new project in 802.1

Q: How many priority levels?

A: There is a difference between number of supported priorities and the maximum number of priorities that can be signalled. There is not much point in having more than 8 priority signalling levels, as this is the number of priorities provided by 802.1. The minimum number of supported priorities is two, so that AV traffic can be prioritised over best effort traffic.

Q: How many drop precedence levels?

A: Drop precedence is a planned for the next version of the AVB spec. You could reserve two stream IDs and use one for the lower priority (droppable) packets. You could reserve more stream IDs if you wanted more levels of drop priority.
Discussion on worst case delay for audio, video streams over an 802.11 link. TGaa will provide input.
TGaa chair gave a quick overview of the current status of 802.11aa

Meeting is adjourned at 09:33am

Thursday March 12th – PM1 Meeting

The chair called the meeting to order at 1:31pm.

The chair asked the attendees if anyone had knowledge of patents that may be essential for TGaa that the working group should be made aware.

No response.

Chair presented slide 14 of document 09-0222r5 that shows the tentative agenda for the PM1 meeting.

Chair asked for approval of agenda – unanimous

Group started a discussion on 09-0340r0 on normative text for more reliable multicast.

Q: Do we need informative text to explain when each ACK policy should be used?

A: We were not sure if this should be specified. We propose to provide the signalling and allow implementers to decide when to use each policy.

Q: What is the relation between the directed multicast feature here and the one in 11v?

A: This feature is based upon 11v feature.

Comment: At some point we will need to decide which of these features are mandatory or optional.

Hang Liu (Thomson) provided a review of the MRG normative text in document 08-1244r2.

Q: Is there a problem with legacy STAs with retransmission to another multicast address? The legacy STAs will receive the retransmission.

A: This is the same as other multicast traffic on a legacy BSS. Every awake STA will receive all multicast frames and will discard frames for multicast addresses for which it has not requested.

Motion-5: “Move to instruct the editor to create the TGaa draft 0.01 and incorporate the text from document 08/1244r2”

Moved: Liwen Chu

Seconded: Alex Ashley

Result: Unanimous

Group discussed the teleconference schedule.
Motion-4: “Move to request the WG approve the following TGaa Teleconferences – Bi-weekly on Mondays between 1100-1230Hrs ET, starting March 23rd 2009 till July 27th, 2009”

Moved: Graham Smith

Second: Hang Liu

Result: Unanimous

The chair asked if the group wanted to modify the TGaa timeline – No request for change.

The chair presented the TGaa closing report, document 09-0384r0.
The group started to discuss the scope of the OBSS solution.

Comment: One of the issues to consider is whether we are thinking of using only 40MHz channels at 5GHz or if they are allowed to fall back to 20MHz channels. A length of 7 or 8 is probably reasonable for 40MHz channels, but not for 20MHz channels.

Comment: It depends upon the region, because there are some regions which only allow a very limited number of channels.
The chair adjourns the group at 3:31pm.
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