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Mar 14th, 2011 Monday PM1 (Room 4810B)
 The TG was called to order at 13:30 Hrs Local Time
Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:
1. Agenda for the week – discussed agenda for the week (See slide #9 in opening report 11/222r2)
2. Sponsor Pool Formation Update:

Sponsor pool formation has been moved to May 2011 to allow for increased approval rating of the TGaa draft and to allow enough time for the draft to stabilize.

Action Item: Chair to provide an overview of when 802.11 typically formed sponsor pools, specially what was the approval rating of the corresponding draft at that time?

3. Overview of LB173 comments:

4. Review of Joint Meeting Topics:

· MaxRes in 802.11 and STA-Bridge are brainstorming agenda items. No new contribution available at this time.

· The chair is working on 11/168r2 that provides details on QoS Maintenance Reports and Overview of 802.11aa

5. Motion to approve non-contentious comments that are resolved and incorporated in D3.01
Motion-4

Move to approve comment resolutions to editorial comments (except  CIDs #2079, #2082, #2083, #2145, #2176, #2208, #2257, #2282, #2284, #2286, #2300, #2322 and #2360) as described in document 11/283r0 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next TGaa draft

Moved: Alex Ashley

Seconded: Jochen Miroll

Result: 6/0/1 Motion Passes

6. Overlay FEC in GCR BA:
· After sending k blocks ask the question "did you receive the last k blocks out of n blocks?"
· Use FEC to recover lost packets
· Block ACK information in TGaa has more information, the proposal uses smaller (sized) ACKs
· Sequence numbers -- need to correct for unicast management traffic
· What happens if multiple receivers have received less than k packets? How would the AP decide which of the k packets were lost at each receiver? Does this loss of information justify the advantage of reducing the size of the BlockAck? 
· The Access Point can either use this (proposed) scheme or the existing (BlockACK) scheme.
· Shouldn't BAR be responded only with BlockACK and not just ACK? Delayed BlockAck.
· What FEC methods are we thinking of using? Similar to what is done in DVB (Reed-Solomon and interleaving)
· One needs to send all the FEC blocks in order to correct for lost packets -- the feedback is on "have you received the last k blocks?" not "which of the last k blocks did you not receive?"
· How do we decide on k and n? Is k less than n? Access Point decides on n and k. The selection of k and n is based on what is streamed.
· What is the commonly used strategy to determine n, k, etc?
· Can we think of a 4th scheme -- AP advertizes that it sends a parity packet after k packets? Not an extension of GCR-BA but a separate mechanism under GCR. 
· Second block of packets cannot be transmitted unless current block of packets are delivered to all receivers. This delays the second block of packets 
· What happens when aggregated blocks are used? One may not be aggregating multicast packets.
· The scheme is not complete enough, does not save a lot. Do FEC in application layer. 
· Need to bring in justification on how this proposal is better than the existing GCR with BA. Some simulations were presented in the past meetings. Need to refresh the TG on this.
Straw Poll-1:
Should this scheme be adopted, extending the polled GCR Block Ack mechanism?

Yes - 1

No - 7

Abstain - 4
7. SCS Comments (11/288 and 11/289) – 32 comments
· MMPSU should MMPDU
· DEI should only apply to data frames
· Retry at the EDCF -- the frame that needs to be retried should not depend on if it came from AC or AAC queue
· Should retry policy be affected from which (AC or AAC) queue the packet is from?
· Do we need text in the standard that describes how the packet in the queues (AC, AAC and Q) are treated? Does it change if aggregation is used or not? Retransmission should be based on what parts of the aggregate needs to be retransmitted.
· If QVO is larger than the aggregation size, then aggregation is always done from the QVO (and does not draw from the AAC/AC_VO queues for retransmission) -- this preserves relative priorities between AC and AAC queues. Frames from all queues get subjected to the channel conditions the same way (statistically)
The TG recessed till Monday Eve at 15:32 Hrs Local Time.

 

Mar 15th, 2011 Tuesday PM1 (Room 4810B)
The TG was called to order at 13:30 Hrs Local Time
 

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes: 
1. Updates:

· Database updated to include resolved/adopted Editorial comments. Still need to address SCS and OBSS comments. About 184 comments not addressed as far as the comment database is concerned. Actual comments to address will be much lower.

· Historical Data on Draft approval rating when entering Sponsor Ballot (not when the sponsor pool is formed).

	IEEE 802.11e 
	94.24% 

	IEEE 802.11F 
	79.33% 

	IEEE 802.11g 
	97.60% 

	IEEE 802.11h 
	94.42% 

	IEEE 802.11i 
	94.96% 

	IEEE 802.11j 
	95.45% 

	IEEE 802.11k 
	92.60% 

	IEEE 802.11ma 
	96.48% 

	IEEE 802.11n 
	95.25% 

	IEEE 802.11p 
	93.44% 

	IEEE 802.11r 
	97.04% 

	IEEE 802.11s 
	94.89% 

	IEEE 802.11.2 
	  

	IEEE 802.11u 
	93.08% 

	IEEE 802.11v 
	91.67% 

	IEEE 802.11w 
	97.08% 

	IEEE 802.11y 
	99.27% 

	IEEE 802.11z 
	95.90% 

	IEEE 802.11mb 
	91.98% 


802.11aa should assess approval rating after the third recirculation ballot (planned for after the March 2011 meeting) and schedule sponsor pool formation (planned for May 2011) accordingly.

2. Continue discussions on reference diagram describing AAC Queues and input to EDCAF:

· Limit discussion on this topic to 30 minutes and schedule a decision to be made in the Wednesday PM1 session.

· The diagram in slide #5 (11/0165r0) represents real implementations since it shows a cache where frames scheduled for transmission are queued.

· Without specific text describing the figure or addressing what has changed (as far as queuing frames scheduled for transmission/retransmission), just changing the figure does not help

· The paragraph (in document 11/288r2) “Once an MSDU, A-MSDU …” is new to describe the new scheme.
“Once an MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU has been selected from the primary or alternate queue, it is appended to the QVI or QVO intermediate queue. The QVO intermediate queue is used for MSDUs, A-MSDUs and MMPDUs selected from the AAC_VO and AC_VO transmit queues. The QVI intermediate queue is used for MSDUs, A-MSDUs and MMPDUs selected from the AAC_VI and AC_VI transmit queues. Each of the QVI and QVO intermediate queues shall contain at most dot11IntermediateQueueLength MSDUs, A-MSDUs or MMPDUs. MSDUs, A-MSDUs and MMPDUs in the intermediate queues shall not be re-ordered, except when an MSDU, A-MSDU or MMPDU is removed from an intermediate queue and discarded due to reaching its lifetime or retry limit.”
· Need to verify if the commenter thinks this new text is valid/accurate
· The figure (slide #5) does not address aggregation cases – what if the aggregation size is larger than the QV queue size?

· How does A-MPDUs get addressed here – we need to state how this is handled

· Figure in slide #3 does not address how EDCAF is fed from the AAC and AC queues
· Would Management Frames as prioritized by 11ae be allowed to get into the AAC queues?

· Three members spoke in favor of the reference diagram currently  in the draft (Slide #3 in 11/0165r0) and one member spoke in favor the new (slide #5).

· TG stopped discussion and agreed to discuss this further in the Wednesday PM1 session.

· Action: Chair to send a notification to the TGaa reflector – Done.
3. GCR Comments: (walk through GCR comments that are declined and address some GCR comment resolutions that the contributor deemed ‘need TG discussion’)
· Commenter needs to think about the resolution to CID #2383

· Commenter needs to think of a scenario where CID #2049 if left unresolved would cause inefficiency 
i. Yes there may be some inefficiency but if the groupcast is streaming data, the bulk of the frames would be data frames and very little management frames. So, the situation of forcing small aggregations will not happen often.
· Copy resolution to CID #2021 into CID #2397 – package to EC should not contain indirection to resolutions. Each comment in the package should have a resolution and not refer to another comment (even if duplicate).

· Resolution to CID #2327 needs review by security experts for verification of correctness (changes to Cl. 11.7.2.8)
else // Have a group addressed MSDU or A-MSDU

if GTK for the Key ID does not exist then

discard the frame body and increment dot11WEPUndecryptableCount

else if GTK for the Key ID is null then

discard the frame body and increment dot11WEPUndecryptableCount

else if the GTK for the Key ID is a CCM key then

Accept the MSDU or A-MSDU if its MPDUs had sequential PNs (or if it consists

of only one MPDU), otherwise discard the MSDU or A-MSDU as a

replay attack and increment dot11RSNAStatsCCMPReplays

Make MSDU(s) available to higher layers

else if the GTK for the Key ID is a TKIP key then

Compute the MIC using the Michael algorithm

Compare the received MIC against the computed MIC

discard the frame if the MIC fails increment dot11RSNAStatsTKIPLocalMICFailures

and invoke countermeasures if appropriate

compare TSC against replay counter, if replay check fails increment dot11RSNAStatsTKIPReplays

otherwise accept the MSDU

Make MSDU available to higher layers

else if the GTK for the Key ID is a WEP key then

Accept the MSDU since the decryption took place at the MPDU

Make MSDU available to higher layers

endif
endif

· How would legacy (non .11aa) devices deal with GCR frames? Just ignore them, as they are not addressed to them. 

· Would the duplicate detection logic in legacy devices be confused by GCR frames (sequence numbers in them)?
 

The TG recessed till Tuesday PM2 at 15:38 Hrs Local Time.

 

Tuesday Mar 15, 2011 PM2 (Room 4810B)
The TG was called to order at 16:00 Hrs Local Time
 

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes: 
GCR Comments Discussion (continued)

· Need to add an example to the resolution to CID #2401 to show a MIB variable being toggled based on information in management frames received 

· CID #2383 -- What do we lose by deleting "In these cases the sequence numbers assigned to the MSDUs (re)transmitted using group addressed delivery need not match the sequence number of the corresponding unicast MSDUs delivered via DMS."
· Need to maintain comments from all letter ballots in the database. 

· CID #2121 -- MIB Variables – Implemented versus Activated. Mandatory features require an Activated. Optional features require both an Implemented and an Activated.

Interworking Comments (11/324r2)

· CID #2315 – Dialog Token is redundant in ADDTS Reserve action frames. Also, including one may cause collision with the ones that the non-AP STA receiving the ADDTS Reserve Request action frame has
· CID #2374 – comment withdrawn. 

· CID #2150 – use of ‘can’ in a normative clause. Change to ‘may’.  Updated and 11/324r3 created.
General Comments (in the database)

· CID #2107: Use of QoS AP when AP with dot11RobustAVStreaming is set to true is needed. Applies to a few occurrences in the amendment
· CID #2362 – reviewed all occurrences of ANA and fixed the ones that are not ANA administered. Need to verify if this work is complete.

· Not sure how to address #2364. Send a clarification question to the commenter on CID #2364.

OBSS Comments

· CID #2384 – Disagree. Service Interval indicates periodicity

· CID #2385 – Disagree. TBTT is Target Beacon Transmission Time.

· CID #2094 – Disagree. The need for alternative schedules may happen only in corner cases. In most cases there are few BSSs in the overlapping scenario that a single alternate schedule would be sufficient.

· CID #2052 Add a Sharing Policy field to figure 8-aa15.

The TG recessed till Tuesday EVE at 18:01 Hrs local time.

Mar 15th, 2011 Tuesday EVE (Room 4810B) 

The TG was called to order at 19:30 Hrs Local Time
 

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes: 

· Motions to approve completed resolutions

· Motion-5
Move to approve comment resolutions to SCS comments (except  CID #2096) as described in document 11/289r0 with the corresponding normative text in 11/288r2 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

Moved: Alex Ashley
Seconded: David Hunter
Result: 4/0/1 Motion Passes
· Motion-6

Move to approve comment resolutions to GCR comments (except CIDs #2097, 2133,  2145,  2172,  2176,  2300,  2404,  2409) as described in document 11/298r1 with the corresponding normative text in 11/300r1 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

Moved: Alex Ashley
Seconded: David Hunter
Result: 4/0/0 Motion Passes 
· Motion-7

Move to approve comment resolutions to Interworking comments as described in document 11/298r1 (Interworking sheet) with the corresponding normative text in 11/324r3 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

Moved: Ganesh Venkatesan
Seconded: Graham Smith
Result: 4/0/0  Motion Passes 
· Motion-8

Move to approve comment resolutions to OBSS comments related to Clause 6 as described in document 11/360r0 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

Moved: Alex Ashley
Seconded: David Hunter
Result:  4/0/0 Motion Passes 
· Motions-9 and 10

11/298r1 was not saved properly (changes were lost) and hence Motion-6 is invalid.


Move to reconsider Motion-6.

Moved: David Hunter

Seconded: Graham Smith

Result: 6/0/0 Motion Passes 

Move to approve comment resolutions to GCR comments (except CIDs #2097, 2133,  2145,  2172,  2176,  2300,  2404,  2409) as described in document 11/298r2 with the corresponding normative text in 11/300r1 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

Moved: Ganesh Venkatesan 
Seconded: David Hunter
Result: 5/0/0 Motion Passes 
· CID #2052 Additional clean up in text corresponding to ‘static’ and ‘dynamic’ sharing policies in Cl. 10.
The TG recessed till Wednesday PM1 at 21:38 Hrs Local Time.

Mar 16th, 2011 Wednesday PM1 (Room 4810B)
The TG was called to order at 13:32 Hrs Local Time
 

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:

· OBSS Comments (continued)

· CID #2415 Agree in Principle
· CID #2414 Agree in Principle
· CID #2413 Agree in Principle
· CID #2082 Agree
· CID #2086 Agree in Principle
· CID #2034 Agree
· CID #2416 -- 

· CID #2360 Agree in Principle
· CID #2083 Agree in Principle
· CID #2087 Disagree (Stray Station issue, see document 09/931r1)
· CID #2095 Agree in Principle
· CID #2100 Agree in Principle
The TG recessed till Wednesday PM2 at 15:40 Hrs Local Time.

Mar 16th, 2011 Wednesday PM2 (Room 4911) – extra slot
The TG was called to order at 16:00 Hrs Local Time
 

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:

Open GCR Comments (9)
· CID #2143 – editorial comment
· CID #2097 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2133 – same as CID #2143
· CID #2172 – the TG spent a lot of time tweaking the text so that it becomes simple and comprehensible. A suggestion was made to separate the GCR in a BSS and GCR in a mesh case. Assigned an owner to work on this and bring the work for discussion in the TG at a later session.
· CID #2176 – Disagree (editorial comment)
· CID #2409 – Disagree. One could dynamically switch between GCR modes and DMS.
· CID #2404 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2300 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2127 – Agree in Principle
Discussion on Sequence Numbers, GCR transmissions to legacy systems – related complexity
Straw Poll-2

Which of the following do you prefer?
(a) A separate sequence counter for each GCR Stream and duplicate groupcast frames (one to legacy receivers and one to GCR receivers) – (1)
(b) Global sequence counter, allow the legacy groupcast transmission to be used by GCR recipients – (7)
(c) Decline CID#2133 – (0)
Straw Poll-3

In a 802.11aa-only scenario where multiple GCR streams are active (or non-QoS data interspersed with a GCR stream), do you prefer :
a. a separate sequence counter for each GCR Stream – (1)
b. a global sequence counter for all GCR streams (the current spec)- (5)
The TG recessed till Thursday AM1 at 18:00 Hrs Hrs Local Time.
Mar 17th, 2011 Thursday AM1 (Room 4511/12) Joint meeting with 802.1AVB
The TG was called to order at 8:11 Hrs Local Time.
Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:
· Demo of GCR and OBSS

· The demo that was played at the September 2011 plenary in Waikoloa was played again. 

· QoS Maintenance Reports
· Overview of 802.11 mechanisms from 11k and v to set triggered statistics reports that the 802.1Qat DMN can convert into maintenance reports for QoS Management.

· Call for any additional statistic that may be required for .1AVB QoS Management.

· Overview of 802.11aa 
· Provided an overview of .11aa features. Need to update 11/168r2
· 11/168r2 needs to be updated – the GCR slide(s) is(are) confusing. There are references to terms that could be mis-interpreted easily when the document is read without the benefit of the presenter providing clarification.

· Clarify the color coding of the source frames

· Slide #3 “Traffic Stream/Category Measurement Report (11v)” should be “Traffic Stream/Category Measurement Report (11k)”
· Need input from 802.1AVB if any other statistic (that is not supported in 802.11) is considered critical for QoS Maintenance.
· Multicast statistics are not part of the statistics groups defined in .11. If we are interested in multicast statistics, we need to work on them so that they can be part of .11aa.
· Demo on 802.11aa Groupcast Service and OBSS – need to upload demo to 802.1 document server.
· OBSS – how do we deal with the case that the APs do not directly hear each other but a STA associated with a BSS also hears the AP from the overlapping BSS? This is not addressed. In .11aa, Overapping BSS is defined as BSSs where the corresponding APs can hear each other. See document 09/0931r1.
· OBSS overview is in document 09/762r4 in the .11aa reflector.
· MaxRes in 802.11 – brainstorming
· MaxRes is defined in IEEE 1722 and 802.1BA.
· MaxRes for 802.11: a starting step will be to define what would be the default value for MaxRes. Can we assume a 25% bandwidth availability at all times and a payload delivery rate every 20/30/50/100 msec? Depending on what would be the lowest bandwidth and the delivery rate, .1BA can determine what CE applications best fit an .1AVB path between the talker and the listener when a 802.11 link is part of the path.

· STA-Bridge Issue – brainstorming
· With 11n 4x4 configurations using a Wi-Fi backbone in a residential environment has become viable. This has now become a problem that the market would like us to solve

· We will form an ad hoc group consisting of .1AVB and .11 members to highlight the problem, the opportunities that become available if this problem is solved and debate how to get it solved – target a WNG presentation.
· Other Topics: None.

The TG recessed till Thursday AM2 at 09:48 Hrs Local Time.

Mar 17th, 2011 Thursday AM2 (Room 4911)
The TG was called to order at 10:30 Hrs Local Time.

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:

· OBSS Comments (2) CIDs #2416 and #2092
· CID #2416 AGREE IN PRINCIPLE

· CID #2092 Disagree

· Open SCS Comments (2) CID #2096, CID#2392
· Submission in document 11/0426r1

· The use of “higher probability” and “increased probability” caused a set of comments from members. We are using “higher probability” here. We may see the same comments return. 

· Open Editor Comments (8) CIDs #2072, #2065, #2251, #2250, #2060, #2149, #2206, #2120 
· CID #2072 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2065 -- Agree
· CID #2251—Agree in Principle
· CID #2250 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2060 -- Agree
· CID #2149 -- Disagree
· CID #2206 – Agree in Principle
· CID #2120 – Agree in Principle
· Open General Comments (2) CID#2362, CID#2364
· CID #2362 -- Agree in Principle

· CID #2364 – Agree in Principle

The TG recessed till Thursday AM2 at 12:38 Hrs Local Time.

Mat 17th, 2011 Thursday PM2 (Room 4404)
The TG was called to order at 16:01 Hrs Local Time.

Administrivia:

 

· Attendance Announcement
· Patent Policy -- no questions on the patent policy
· Knowledge of Essential Patents or knowledge of owners of Essential Patents -- no knowledge of essential patents/essential patent holders
 

Agenda/Notes:
· CID #2172 

· Long sentence in the specification that attempts to address both GCR for BSS and GCR for mesh. 

· Proposed text:

“If an AP, for which dot11GCRActivated is true, detects that an associated non-AP STA meets following conditions:

· Robust AV Streaming was set to 1 in the Extended Capabilities element in most recently received (Re)Association Request from the non-AP STA 

· The non-AP STA is receiving one or more group addresses for which there is an active GCR service 

· The non-AP STA does not have a GCR agreement for one or more of these group(s) address(es)

then, the AP may alert the non-AP STA by sending an unsolicited individually addressed DMS Response frame that contains one DMS Status field with a GCR Response subelement per group address. 

                                                                       

If a mesh STA, for which dot11GCRActivated is true, detects that a peer mesh STA meets following conditions:

· Robust AV Streaming was set to 1 in the Extended Capabilities element in most recently received mesh beacon from the peer mesh STA

· The peer mesh STA is receiving one or more group addresses for which there is an active GCR service 

· The peer mesh STA does not have a GCR agreement for one or more of these group(s) address(es)

then the mesh STA may alert the peer mesh STA by sending an unsolicited individually addressed DMS Response frame that contains one DMS Status field with a GCR Response subelement per group address.”

· Final text after discussions in the TG:

Note that the final text that was the outcome of the discussions in the TG did not get saved. Here is a rendition of what the secretary thinks it is:
“An AP for which dot11GCRActivated is true, may alert an associated non-AP STA by sending an unsolicited individually addressed DMS Response frame that contains one DMS Status field with a GCR Response subelement per group address, if it detects that the associated non-AP STA meets following conditions:

· Robust AV Streaming was set to 1 in the Extended Capabilities element in the most recently received (Re)Association Request from the non-AP STA 

· The non-AP STA is receiving one or more group addresses for which there is an active GCR service 

· The non-AP STA does not have a GCR agreement for one or more of these group addresses.

A mesh STA for which dot11MeshGCRActivated is true, may alert a peer mesh STA by sending an unsolicited individually addressed DMS Response frame that contains one DMS Status field with a GCR Response subelement per group address, if it detects that the peer mesh STA meets following conditions:

· Robust AV Streaming was set to 1 in the Extended Capabilities element in the most recently received mesh beacon from the peer mesh STA 

· The peer mesh STA is receiving one or more group addresses for which there is an active GCR service 

· The peer mesh STA does not have a GCR agreement for one or more of these group addresses.”

· Motions #11-#14
· Motion-11

· Move to approve the resolutions to CIDs #  2317,  2412,  2414,  2002,  2413,  2087,  2034,  2082,  2083,  2086,  2099,  2095,  2036,  2415,  2360,  2010,  2009,  2008,  2007,  2006,  2005,  2004,  2011,  2108,  2122,  2105,  2110,  2113,  2114,  2116,  2103,  2118,  2123,  2131,  2132,  2117,  2102,  2093,  2081,  2134,  2046,  2140,  2045,  2044,  2029,  2023,  2021,  2018,  2017,  2012,  2079,  2387,  2343,  2135,  2350,  2376,  2377,  2379,  2380,  2381,  2001,  2386,  2339,  2389,  2393,  2398,  2400,  2402,  2403,  2405,  2406,  2410,  2382,  2307,  2139,  2420,  2238,  2282,  2346,  2284,  2335,  2311,  2319,  2320,  2323,  2325,  2327,  2312,  2331,  2332,  2049,  2133,  2404,  2409,  2145,  2172,  2176 and 2300 as described in document 11/267r2 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

· Moved: Graham Smith
· Seconded: Alex Ashley
· Result: 7/0/0 Motion Passes
· Motion-12

· Move to approve the resolutions to CIDs # 2090,  2416,  2092,  2096,  2055,  2057,  2060,  2065,  2072,  2208,  2250,  2251,  2375,  2362,  2052,  2392,  2127,  2100,  2364,  2101 and 2097 as described in document 11/267r2 and instruct the editor to incorporate them in the next P802.11aa draft

· Moved: Jochen Miroll
· Seconded: Alex Ashley
· Result: 7/0/0 Motion Passes 
· Motion-13

· Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB173 on P802.11aa D3.0 as contained in document 11/267r2, 
· Instruct the editor to prepare Draft4.0 incorporating these resolutions and, 
· Approve a 15-day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11aa D4.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”
· Moved: David Hunter 
· Seconded: Alex Ashley 
· Result: 8/0/0 Motion Passes 

· Motion-14

· Move to decline all comments listed in document 11/0267r2 that have a blank resolution status with the resolution of “The TG requires another recirculation ballot to gain feedback from the WG on this topic.”
· Moved: David Hunter
· Seconded: Graham Smith
· Result: 6/0/1 Motion Passes
· BA with FEC overlay – revisited

· Document 11/293r3 was discussed. This is not in the server (and will be uploaded soon after the presentation). The author highlighted the changes during the presentation.
· The saving claimed in the proposal (no need to send bitmaps) is not significant.

· Multiple rounds of retransmission can occur. When will you give up? When there are no more parity frames remaing to transmit that the receiver(s) could use to retrieve lost frames within the block. 

· If there is a burst of video frames, that would cause all parity frames to be sent.

· BAR frame is modified for the proposed scheme

· What is done in this proposal could be done using the existing specification. However, the bitmap in the existing proposal has additional useful information that the AP can use to assess what needs to be retransmitted.

· The proposed mechanism could introduce unacceptable delays.

· The author will work with a group of members and modify the submission. If the additional work demonstrates benefits over the current specification, the resulting submission will considered in a future meeting.

· The presenter withdrew bringing a corresponding motion (motion-15 in the opening report 11/0222r4) to the floor.
· Teleconference Schedule – See Motion-1.
· Motions #1-#3 (administrivia)
· Motion-1

· Move to approve the following teleconference schedule:
· Weekly Monday 1130-1230 Hrs ET

· Mar 28, Apr 04, 11, 18 2011

· Approved with unanimous consent 
· Motion-2

· Move to approve TGaa Los Angeles Meeting minutes – 11/0137r0.
· Approved with unanimous consent
· Motion-3
· Move to approve Feb-Mar 2011 Teleconference minutes (document 11/0327r0).
· Approved with unanimous consent
· Review Closing Report

· Document 11/0430r0 is the closing report
· Timeline update 

· Sponsor Pool formation moved from March 2011 to May 2011. No other changes.
· Adjourn 

The TG adjourned the Singapore meeting at 17:59 Hrs Local Time



Abstract


This document contains minutes of TGaa meeting minutes from the March 2011 Singapore Meeting..
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