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Dec 03, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

Chair -- Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd)

Attendees --  Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi America), Graham Smith (DSP  Group), Jae-Young Lee (LG Electronics), Ma Xiao Jun (Thompson), Mike Ellis (BBC), David Bagby (Calypso Ventures).
 

The chair was also the secretary for this meeting. The meeting was called to order at 11:06 AM EST.

 

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

2. The agenda for this meeting:
Teleconference formalities (IEEE-SA Patent Policy, etc)
Roll call

Questions/Comments on minutes from Atlanta

Discuss agenda for January meeting

Discussion on current VTS PAR & 5C. Current open issues are:

Clarifications/dis-ambiguating “Link adaptation Mechanisms”

Any specific mechanisms for Broadcast Video

DRM requirements (WNG presentation from Atlanta)

802.1 wireless Bridge proposal (this is still not fully cooked. 802.1 mentioned this in our joint meeting) 
3. Questions/Comments on minutes from Atlanta 
a. No comments received

4. Discuss agenda for January meeting 
a. The chair informed the group of the current session allocations for VTS SG in Taipei. The current plan is for PM2 slots on Tuesday and Wednesday. The hope is to have a PAR document the SG can approve by the end of Tuesday to allow it to be presented in the Wednesday plenary.

b. The chair asked for any comments on this proposed agenda.

c. GrahamS: We should discuss the PAR before the January agenda because this has a bearing on our ability to have an approved PAR in the Tuesday session.

d. No objections were raised, so discussions on the January agenda are tabled to allow discussion of the PAR.

5. Discussion on current VTS PAR & 5C – General discussion
a. GrahamS: In the November meeting a straw poll was taken on removing the topic item of using packets with payload bit-errors. I am not sure we have a mandate for removal of the topic.
b. DavidB: My impression was that there was a strong negative opinion raised by the SG.

c. EdR: The SG needs to gain more understanding of the specifications and in-progress amendments in 802.1

d. TodorK: I agree. After the joint 802.11 802.1 meeting we had discussions with some of the 802.1 experts. They said that what was being suggested was not stupid, but the end-to-end issues need to be addressed.

e. EdR: Although maybe not in this PAR.
6. Discussion on current VTS PAR & 5C  - Clarifications/dis-ambiguating “Link adaptation Mechanisms”
a. Jae-YoungL: This is already in 11h, but is it suitable for video?

b. TodorK: Link adaptation is a poor choice of name

c. AlexA: I agree. My original proposal for a topic item was something that allowed per-flow control of retransmissions. At the moment there are just 2 MIB variables to control retry limits for all traffic from a STA.

d. EdR: To get around this some VOIP systems set low retransmission limits which causes problems.
e. DaveB: This would have to by dynamic and has to be controlled to only to video packets. The SG needs to understand how packets are categorized so that video-only techniques are only applied to video packets. This is particularly important when 11n aggregation is applied.

f. TodorK: We need to tag packets.

g. DaveB: I am not sure it is that simple. We need a complete path through the MAC. All kinds of data gets mixed (ed: by aggregation?)

h. AlexA: I think 11n aggregation rules are per priority and per TID, so I am not convinced the data mixing issues are a big problem.

i. DaveB: Maybe, we just need to check. I just want to flag “there may be dragons”.

j. EdR: I would support this feature, as long as we can solve the 11n issues.

k. DaveB: My impression is that the SG is not perceived as having a grasp of the end-to-end issues. To get a PAR approved I suspect we need to educate the wider community that we have understood the end-to-end issues.

l. GrahamS: I agree that we need to discuss these issues. I suspect we maybe are not ready to approve a PAR.

m. AlexA: We seem to have a theme of MAC end-to-end issues that we need to understand.

n. EdR: An example of an 802.1 protocol we need to understand is 802.1 SRP for MAC layer reservation.

o. GrahamS: Maybe this needs to be in the PAR

p. AlexA: There is already an item in the PAR’s scope for interworking with 802.1. Maybe this is a bit too vauge?

q. GrahamS: More detail would be helpful, maybe as a sub-bullet.

r. EdR: IEEE 1588 might be interesting to investigate and also 802.1AS
s. EdR is given an action item to provide references/links to IEEE 1588 and 802.1AS

7. The meeting ended at 11:59 AM (EST).
Dec 10, 2007 11:00 AM EDT
1. The chair called attention to the documentation pointed to by hyperlinks that were listed in the e-mail invite for this teleconference. Specific attention was called to the IEEE SA Patent Policy. There was no response to a call for any knowledge of essential patents that affect the proceeding of this teleconference.

2. The agenda for this meeting:
1. Teleconference preliminaries

2. Discussion on Feb 1, 2008 joint meeting with 802.1

3. Preparation for Taiwan Interim

4. Discussion on VTS SG PAR 5C document (continuation from last week)

3. 802.1 Interim meeting is scheduled for 2008-01-28 through 2008-01-31. 802.1 Audio Video Bridging group would like to jointly meet with 802.11 VTS SG members to (a) bring 802.11 VTS SG members to speed on 802.1Qat and 802.1Qav specifications and (b) discuss the notion “network bridge”.  A more detailed agenda will be developed later. The chair solicited interest from the SG members in attending this meeting. Most attendees were interested but requested more details – specifically, would it be possible to obtain a phone bridge for particiapants that cannot attend the meeting in person, the venue and if there is a registration cost.
4. A separate scope statement is needed for addressing Braodcast/Multicast enhancements within VTS.

5. Broadcast has two different meanings – (a) as in broadcast video streams based on standard specifications like DVB-S, DVB-T and/or DVB-M and (b) as in video data as 802.11 broadcast frames. Which one are we after? Graham Smith volunteered to author a presentation on Broadcast scenarios.
6. DRM Proximity Requirements – 

The membership had varied opinions on this:

a. This is a good problem to solve within the scope of VTS

b. Content Restriction is an application level function. Layer-2 should not be bothered with it. An approach to address this maybe by establishing a liaison with DRM members, so that a solution that works  both in wired and wireless networks can be developed.

7. What environment is VTS trying to address for Video over a Wi-Fi network. A wireless network can be managed (as in meneged by a service provider or in the enterprise by IT) or unmanaged (as in a home environment)? VTS SG is focused on both. An unmanaged network will however have several factors to address as opposed to a managed network (and as a result may have limited guarantees on performance/Quality of Service).
8. Is Stream type infor mation available to layer-2 (MAC)? Stream Reservation Protocol (802.1Qat) provides stream type information.  This (if available) can be used by the 802.11 MAC to reprioritize streaming video data frames.

9. We need to add a target jitter, a target delay and a target packet error rate to the stream specification, so that some corrective action can be taken in the network  (or in the elements that are involved in streaming the video stream) to avoid failures (or mitigate them).

10. 802.11n link adaptation is content agnostic.  VTS should strive for content-aware link adaptation.

11. The teleconference ended at 12:00 Hrs EST.
Dec 17, 2007 11:00 AM EDT

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

2. The agenda for this meeting:
a. Teleconference preliminaries

b. Update on Feb 1, 2008 joint meeting with 802.1

i. Using 802.11 STA as a bridge (the multicast address issues) so we can use 802.11n as a backbone. 
ii. Interfacing the reservation protocol (802.1Qat) to 802.11e (maybe as a staged thing, starting with WMM and going towards parameterized) ... particularly dealing with the dynamic nature of 802.11 ... maybe interacting with power/interference measurements available at the AP (or STA) 
iii. Interfacing time-sensitive queuing/fowarding control (802.1Qav) to 802.11e in a similar way
c. Brainstorm on the PAR scope presentation

3. Is there a registration fee for the 802.1 joint meeting? It appears that there may be a registration fee. No additional updates yet.

4. Alex Ashley volunteered to describe the intent of “link adaptation mechanisms”. The interpretation – “adapt the link rate, retransmission policies based on feedback from the receiver” is not the intent. 
5. The SG membership agreed that Broadcast and Multicast issues need to be addressed in the PAR scope. The current scope has multicast specified in a round about manner but does not explicitly (or implicitly) mention broadcast.

6. BJ Jun Li volunteered to present arguments for broadcast/multicast
7. Some members were of this opinion that DRM requirement is not appropriate for VTS. It should be dealt with separately.

8. ‘Wireless bridge’ feature is a topic for the joint meeting with 802.1. What exactly is this? Does it affect mobility? 

9. Document 07/2954r0 was not presented. However, the membership agreed that Broadcast frames (and related issues) are VTS SG pertinent topic and hence should be included in the scope.

10. The meeting ended at 11:43 Hrs EST

Jan 07, 2008 11:00 AM EDT

Chair -- Alex Ashley (NDS Ltd)

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

2. The agenda for this meeting:
a. Teleconference preliminaries [1 minute]

b. Update on Jan 31, 2008 joint meeting with 802.1

c. There may be a $100.00 registration fee. Registration procedure is yet not known.

d. The meeting is at Los Gatos Lodge [#50 Los Gatos Saratoga Road, Los Gatos, CA 95032; (408) 354-3301] http://www.ieee802.org/1/meetings/ has more details. Not sure if we will be able to get the room rates advertised in the meeting URL since we are way past the Nov 28, 2007 cutoff date. I called the hotel this noon and got a room at the advertised rate. [4 minutes]

e. Presentation(s) from Jun Li (document numbers will be provided later but before the teleconference starts) [ 15 minutes]

i. Mobile TV requirements

ii. WLAN Network variations

f. Presentation from Graham Smith (document 07/2954r0). We discussed this briefly in the last meeting that Graham could not attend. Our thinking was that the intent of this presentation is addressed by the multicast statement in the scope of the PAR. This agenda item is just to confirm if Graham is in agreement. [5 minutes]

g. Review of the PAR Scope discussion presentation (document 07/2977r2 – will be posted to the server later today) [25 minutes]

h. Other business/wrap up [ 5 minutes]

3. <notes on the first 15 minutes of the call need to be added here>

4. Document 08/13r1 – suggested that we reword the OBSS scope statement to be more general. It was mentioned that a more general statement for OBSS solutions was considered too open for complex (but not so useful) solutions to be presented causing the specification to be ‘not-adopted’ widely. Hence the constrained (“to use existing 802.11 mechanisms and not invent any central management solutions”) scope statement for OBSS will be retained.

5. Document 08/12r1 – suggested to change “Modified EDCA timing and parameter selection for video transport” to “Modified EDCA and/or simplified HCCA for video transport” and change “Asynchronous multicast streaming independent of power save modes employed by associated stations.” to “Enhanced multicast streaming with QoS, power-saving capabilities”
a. Does existing HCCA not allow ‘delay boundary” awareness? TSpec allows specification of a delay boundary.  However, can it allow an AP to drop packets that are past the delay boundary?  

b. A beeter option would be to allow EDCA to also allow “Delay Boundary specification”. In general, VTS should strive to distill the goodness of HCCA while avoiding the complexity of HCCA!

c. No conclusions made on the proposed changes to PAR scope.
6.  Discussion around document 07/2977r2
a. “Fine Grained Packet Discarding” now replaces “Link Adaptation Mechanisms”

b. DRM proximity requirements Is removed

c. There has been quite a lot of discussion around enhancing EDCA. Do some features of HCCA belong in VTS?

d. Why do other wireless technologies have (and implement) some form of HCCA whule 802.11 has not implemented it? Other wireless technologies are TDMA based.

e. Should we remove any mention of “Wireless Bridge” from the PAR. Two arguments (a) the 802.1 interworking statement allows for mechanisms other that 802.1Qat and 802.1Qav and (b) not much is known about ‘’wirless bridge”. How can we include it in the PAR?

7. The meeting ended (abruptly as the bridge was lost at the end of the hour) at 12:00 Hrs EST.




Abstract


The minutes from VTS SG teleconferences held in December 2007 and January 2008 are contained in this document.
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