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January 28, 2008 1100-1200 Hrs EST
Attendance: not recorded
Meeting Minutes:

Meeting called to order at 11:03 Hrs EST
a) The chair pointed the members to IEEE-SA Policies and Procedures and related documentation. The meeting invitation included a set of URLs pointing to relevant documentation. The chair encouraged the meeting attendees to read the documentation.
b) Knowledge of Essential Patents – none of the members expressed knowledge of essential patents or essential patent claims 

· that directly affect VTS SG business 

· that 802.11 WG chair needs to be aware of.

c) The chair announced that livemeeting is not working due to a policy change within Intel (to limit livemeeting service only to the corporate network).

d) Proposed Agenda:

a. Teleconference preliminaries 

b. Update on Jan 31, 2008 joint meeting with 802.1
Proposed Tentative Agenda – 

I. State of 802.1AVB specifications and timelines (60 minutes)
II. Discussion on “wireless STA bridge” – (120 minutes)
III. Overview of 802.1Qat and what is required in 802.11 to support it (120 minutes)
IV. Overview of 802.1Qav and what is required in 802.11 to support it (120 minutes)                         

c. Agenda topics for inclusion in the joint 802.1/802.11 meeting
I. Review of the PAR/5C document (07/1972r11)
II. Others?
d. Discussion on 802.11 VTS SG PAR/5C Submission (document 07-1972r11):
I. Spelling errors
II. Scope statement
e. Offline review of the PAR/5C document in preparation for the next teleconference
f. Call for presentations/discussion topics on objections/concerns on PAR scope
g. Other business/wrap up 

e) There was some confusion due to the format in which the agenda for this teleconference is constructed. It appears that the meeting time (60 minutes) is far too less when agenda items b.I; b.II; b.III and b.IV are accounted for. The chair clarified that the items under ‘b’ in the agenda are proposed agenda items for the joint meeting with 802.1 and not for this teleconference.

f) No changes were made to the above agenda and it was adopted unanimously.

g)  Update on the joint meeting with 802.1. There was a request to resend meeting information (specifically on the venue). The chair took an action item to send joint meeting information to 802.11WG members.
h) The chair also took an action item to inquire if an audio bridge can be setup for the joint meeting to accommodate 802.11 members who are not able to travel.
i) Discussion of VTS SG PAR scope (doc 08/212r0)

a. Can the PAR be edited once approved by the WG? Yes, it can be edited. In addition, the PAR needs to be re-affirmed at the March plenary meeting since the Taipei meeting did not have quorum. The EC may also provide comments/questions on the PAR that may result in the PAR being edited.

b. Two typographical errors in 07-1972/r11 – spelling errors in ‘January’ and ‘Hitachi’.

c. The attendees felt the need to keep changes minimal

d. Avoid including solutions in the scope statement – remove reference 802.1ad

e. Scope statements can lead a reader to interpret it to be more than what was actually intended. This is specifically true if the reader did not have the benefit of all the discussions around the scope statement. While we will strive to make the scope statement as simple and as straight forward as possible, there is always room for a reader to interpret it differently.
f. The chair invited presentations from the attendees if they have an issue with any or all the scope statements.

g. Why do we need to include interworking support for 802.1 if we only consider home environment? We consider home and enterprise environments in VTS. Also, home environments in the future most likely will have a wired/wireless network and 802.1Qat/802.1Qav/802.1AS will become more relevant. In addition, when VTS SG was formed, it was agreed that VTS SG will work closely with 802.1 and provide required support for 802.1Qat/802.1Qav/802.1AS.

h. Qualify the “Modifying EDCA …” statement with “without any requirement for deep packet inspection”. Do not add the extra test as proposed in 212/r0. The change is invasive and deviates quite a bit from the PAR scope that was approved in Taiwan.
j) The proposed (in document 08/212r0) new scope statement was:
5.2 This amendment defines enhancements to the 802.11 MAC for robust video streaming, while maintaining co-existence with other types of traffic.  The MAC enhancements specified in this amendment are enables: 
· Interworking with relevant 802.1 mechanisms including, but not limited to, 802.1Qat, 802.1Qav and 802.1AS, 
· EnablingUse of 802.1ad drop precedence to gracefully degradeation of quality of video streams when there is insufficient channel capacity, 
· Increaseding robustness in overlapping BSS environments, without the requirement for a centralised management entity, 
· Modifying EDCA timing and parameter selection for video transportPrioritizing between traffic streams within the same Access Category and between data within the same traffic stream without any requirement for deep packet inspection, 
· Improveding Multicast/Broadcast video streams for link reliability with low delay and jitter.
At the end of the discussion, the scope statement (with general consensus from attendees) is:

5.2 This amendment defines enhancements to the 802.11 MAC for robust video streaming, while maintaining co-existence with other types of traffic.  The MAC enhancements specified in this amendment are enable:
· Interworking with relevant 802.1 mechanisms including, but not limited to, 802.1Qat, 802.1Qav and 802.1AS,
· EnablingGraceful degradation of video streams when there is insufficient channel capacity, 
· Increaseding robustness in overlapping BSS environments, without the requirement for a centralised management entity, 
· Modifying EDCA timing and parameter selection for video transport without any requirement for deep packet inspection,
· Improveding Multicast/Broadcast video streams for link reliability with low delay and jitter.
The ‘interworking with relevant 802.1 mechanisms’ statement will be refined after the joint meeting with 802.1 (01/31/2008)
k) Document 08/212r1 will be posted to the document server with the amended PAR scope.

l) The meeting ended at 11:54 Hrs EST

IEEE 802.11 Video Transport Stream Teleconference (2/4/2008, 11:00 AM EST) reminder

 

Tentative Agenda:

1. Teleconference preliminaries 
2. Update from the joint meeting with 802.1 (document 08/212r2)
a. The PAR scope was modified a bit 
b. Wireless STA bridge is now not within VTS scope
c. 802.1AVB is in agreement with the VTS SG PAR scope
1. Call for presentations/discussion topics on objections/concerns on PAR scope
a. Specifically addressing the concern that VTS is taking on upper layer functions
1. Discussion on March 2008 Plenary schedule
2. Other business/wrap up 
 

Meeting Notes:

 

Essential Patents:  

Any knowledge of essential patents that affects the work performed in VTS SG? No

Any knowledge of essential patents that the WG chair needs to be aware of? No

 

The above tentative agenda was adopted as the agenda for this meeting.

Update on the joint meeting with 802.1AVB

a. Wireless STA Bridge -- the problem and the root cause for the problem was discussed at length. It  was agreed that the problem and a solution to the problem are not within the scope of 802.11 VTS. Hence the VTS Scope is not required to be amended to include the "Wireless STA Bridge"

 

a. Tspecs corresponding to 802.1Qat/802.1Qav streams -- 802.1AVB is authoring a 4th specification (802.1BA) that is part of the 802.1AVB group of specifications. The intent of 802.1AVB is to add 802.11 Tspecs in 802.1BA that correspond to the stream description in 802.1Qat/802.1Qav. A presentation in the March joint meeting will address this topic.

 

a. VTS PAR scope statement was amended in the joint meeting --

i. "video stream" is now "audio video stream"

ii. The order in which the various scope statements were listed is changed. The change specifically was intended to avoid confusing the reader that all proposed changes in VTS will work well in both wired, wireless and wired-wireless networks. By moving the "Interworking" bullet to the bottom of the list we limit this confusion.

 

Discussions on the PAR scope statements:

a. Video stream changed to audio video stream: 

· 802.1AVB members wanted to allow for audio streams, video without audio streams and video streams.

· Transport stream implicitly means a MPEG stream. MPEG streams are not allowed to have empty video -- need to verify if this is true.

· Pure audio streams may have different timing constraints that we may not have considered.

· The consensus in the joint meeting with 802.1AVB was to use "audio video streams" instead of "video streams".

a. Modifying EDCA timing and Parameter Selection:

· This part of the scope statement reads different from others. All others describe an outcome/benefit of one or more VTS mechanisms. The "modifying EDCA …" appears to indicate a change in 802.11 but does not identify what this change enables.

· The attendees agreed that there is a discrepancy

· A suggested modification is to use the prefix "Allowing intra-Access Category video stream prioritization by "

· Alternate suggestion is to use the prefix "Allowing prioritization between stream in the same Access Category by"

a. Graceful degradation:

· There is a feeling that this statement covers a problem space beyond layer-2. It is easy to get that impression if one did not have the benefit of all the discussions around VTS Scope

· The intend is to actually use available information in the packet to selectively drop packets if channel conditions become congested.

· We had a prefix to this statement that read "Use of 802.1ad drop precedence to ". However, we dropped the prefix as it was delving into solution space rather than describe the problem.  

· There were additional ideas on arriving at what packets can be dropped when congestion is detected. Some of these techniques may not work with all types of video streams and hence can only be applied in selective cases.

· Several suggestions were made to explicitly describe how VTS would achieve graceful degradation under congested conditions:

1. Use drop precedence to gracefully degrade quality …

2. Use of packet drop hints for  graceful degradation of …

 

· No clear preference for fixing this issue. 
 

a. 08/212r3 will be posted with updates from the discussion and will be used for discussion in the next teleconference.

 

a. The chair encouraged the participants to bring forth any concerns/questions on PAR scope for discussion. A message will also to sent to 802.11 reflector on this.

 

a. March Plenary schedule is very tentative at this point.

i. 802.11 WG opening plenary -- VTS SG PAR/5C approval needs to be re-affirmed. VTS will be required to present changes to the scope statement at this point.

ii. EC comments on VTS SG PAR/5C document can be received till end-of-business on the Tuesday of the plenary week.

iii. VTS SG will meet Wednesday AM1 to work on EC comments and amend the PAR/5C document as needed.

iv. Depending on outcome of (i) and (iii), VTS PAR/5C document will be brought for WG approval at the mid-week plenary

v. The agenda for Wednesday PM2 VTS SG meeting will depend on the outcome of (i) through (iv).

 

a. Attendance recording for the teleconference

a. The chair does not record attendance as it tends to take too much time off of the teleconference (and has difficulty recognizing some names correctly).

b. Does IEEE not require name/affiliation to be recorded? The opinion of the chair is that name/affiliation is only required when one speaks up.

c. It was suggested to announce at the start of the meeting (and in the meeting invite) that attendees send an e-mail to the chair if they want their name recorded in the minutes. We will adopt this from the next teleconference onwards.

b. The teleconference ended at 11:54 AM EST

[802-11WG] IEEE 802.11 Video Transport Stream Teleconference (2/11/2008, 11:00 AM EST) reminder

Monday, February 11, 2008

8:02 AM

	Subject
	[802-11WG] IEEE 802.11 Video Transport Stream Teleconference (2/11/2008, 11:00 AM EST) reminder

	From
	Venkatesan, Ganesh

	To
	Venkatesan, Ganesh; STDS-802-11@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG

	Cc
	'Dalton Victor'; 'Sudhanshu Gaur'; 'Joerg Widmer'; 'Imad Aad'; 'Loyola, Luis'; 'lijun.bj@thomson.net'; 'mingquan.wu2@thomson.net'; 'Ma Xiao Jun'

	Sent
	Friday, February 08, 2008 12:14 PM


 

 

If you attend the teleconference, please send me (just me and NOT the WG reflector) an e-mail, so that I can record your attendance accurately. Please note that teleconference attendance does not have any effect on your voting rights.

 

Teleconferences are bound by the conditions stipulated by the documentation below. Please review them and bring up any questions/concerns you may have before proceeding with the teleconference.

 

 

	IEEE CODE OF ETHICS

	IEEE-STANDARDS ASSOCIATION (IEEE-SA) AFFILATION FAQ

	IEEE-SA ANTITRUST AND COMPETITION POLICY

	IEEE-SA LETTER OF ASSURANCE (LOA) FORM

	IEEE-SA STANDARDS BOARD PATENT COMMITTEE (PATCOM) INFORMATION

	IEEE-SA PATENT POLICY

	IEEE-SA PATENT FAQ

	IEEE 802 LAN/MAN STANDARDS COMMITTEE POLICIES & PROCEDURES

	IEEE 802.11 Working Group Policies and Procedures at https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/public-file/07/11-07-0360-04-0000-802-11-policies-and-procedures.doc


 

Tentative Agenda:

1. Teleconference preliminaries [ 5 minutes] 
2. Review PAR scope (document 08/212r4) [15 minutes]
a. Settle on changes to the “Graceful degradation …” statement
b. Settle on changes to the “modifying EDCA timing …” statement
c. Richard Roy’s comments/suggestions
1. Update PAR/5C submission with agreed upon PAR scope (document 07/1972r12) [30 minutes]
a. 07/1972 has some updates since the Taiwan meeting
b.  “audio video streams” – discuss if audio streams need to be within scope, are there any unrealistic goals here?
c. Update 07/1972r12 with additional changes (from this meeting) and Post 07/1972r13
d. Review 07/1972r13
e. 07/1972r13 will be forwarded to the EC. 
1. Call for presentations/discussion topics on objections/concerns on PAR scope [1 minute]
a. Specifically addressing the concern that VTS is taking on upper layer functions
1. Other business/wrap up  [9 minutes]
 

The meeting started at 11:04 EST. 

Attendance: John Stine (MITRE), Ed Reuss (Plantronics), Graham Smith (DSP Group), David Bagby (Calypso Ventures), Alex Ashley (NDS), Todor Cooklev (Hitachi), Dalton Victor (Broadcom), Ganesh Venkatesan (Intel)

Meeting Notes:

a. "Are you aware of, and understand the IEEE patent policy? If not refer the correct section or IEEE Patcom URL: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt ”

b.  “does anyone not understand the IEEE patent policy?" No response.

c.  “Are there matters regarding essential patent claims that the WG chair should be made aware of?” No response.

d. Agenda. No additions/changes/deletions proposed to the tentative agenda above. 

e. Discussion of PAR Scope (document 08/212r5)

i. Document 08/212r3 was posted on the server following last week's teleconference

ii. 08/212r4 includes comments received on 08/212r3 (primarily from Richard Roy)

iii. 08/212r5 adds a new slide describing audio streams

iv. Discussion on "Graceful degradation of video streams" (Slide-13)

1. The prefix "Use of packet drop hints for" to graceful degradation is not needed. It precludes other graceful degradation techniques.

2. Graceful degradation is very general and opens up the problem space to solutions that may be complex and may take longer time to specify. As a result risk the timeliness of VTS amendment. Also, are other graceful degradation techniques ever discussed?

3. One could achieve graceful degradation by modifying EDCA timing too.

4. The chair's comment in the last statement on graceful degradation (as packet drop based) was meant to be an example of a technique.

5. The concern about this scope statement is that it makes one think that VTS is taking on a problem that is beyond layer-2.

6. Can we use the fact that the stream under consideration for graceful degradation is a 802.1Qat stream?

7. Suggested change -- Graceful degradation of video streams when there is insufficient channel capacity without any requirement for deep packet inspection

8. Still does not alleviate the concern that "graceful degradation implies a space with potentially rich set of complex solutions"

9. Decided to leave the discussion here and continue after finishing the rest of the scope statements.

 

i. Discussion on "Intra-Access Category prioritization …" (Slide-13)

1. No comments on this modification

2. The scope statement now reads "Intra-access category prioritization of transport streams by modifying EDCA timing and parameter selection without any requirement for deep packet inspection"

3. General question -- is the group only interested in improving video performance by enhancing EDCA? No.

4. Would the group be interested in techniques that does not enhance EDCA but improved video performance? Yes

5. The group has listened to one proposal that argues for middle-ground between the simplicity of EDCA and the complexity of HCCA. No other ideas/proposal were heard and hence no explicit scope statement

6. This specific scope attempts to differentiate between streams within the same access category

7. John Stine volunteered to bring a proposal  demonstrating a technique to improve video performance.

 

i. Discussion on Graceful Degradation

1. Suggested changes -- Graceful degradation of video streams when there is insufficient channel capacity, by enabling packet discarding without any requirements for deep packet inspection.

 

i. Discussion of comments from Richard Roy (Slide-14)

1. "Specifies" versus "defines". Replace "defines" with "specifies". The amendment specifies a mechanism.

a. The issue of having to change a lot in a document that has WG approval in the Taipei meeting was raised. The chair pointed out that there will be a re-affirmation in the March opening plenary and all changes have to be justified. In addition there is a raising vote planned for the VTS PAR. 

b. Why is the Taipei approval so binding on what changes are made to the scope? The Taipei approval is not binding and we can change the scope. However, the Taipei approval and the approval at the joint meeting with 802.1AVB are considered intermediate steps in validating what we have a scope and there is inertia in changing the contents of something that has been through some scrutiny.

2. "graceful degradation ..." -- this was discussed in (iv) and (vi) above.

3. Change "Improved multicast/broadcast video streams for link reliability with low delay and jitter" to "Improved link reliability and low jitter characteristics for groupcast video streams"

4. Groupcast is not as familiar as multicast/broadcast. Other changes are ok.

5. This scope statement will therefore be "Improved link reliability and low jitter characteristics for multicast/broadcast video streams"

 

i. Discussion on audio streams (Slide-15)

1. Demonstrates a case where VTS will have to deal with streams that have only audio information in it

2. ISO-13818-1 may preclude a transport stream from having no video frames.

3. Transport streams are allowed to have no video frames.

4. In conclusion, VTS will have to deal with audio streams.

5. No changes suggested to the PAR scope but slide-15 is more of a clarification to why VTS PAR will have to contend with audio streams as well

6. This means scope statements in bullets 1 and 4 need to be changed to "audio video" instead of "video". And maybe the PAR/5C document may require a global replacement.

7. Not sure if one can define "graceful degradation of audio streams"

8. A transport stream that has audio/video/data can be degraded gracefully -- in this context we are not dropping packets but could do selective packet drops for video/data in the transport stream so that they are gracefully degraded but audio stream quality is maintained.

i. At the end of the discussions, the PAR statement reads:

5.2 This amendment specifies enhancements to the 802.11 MAC for robust audio video streaming, while maintaining co-existence with other types of traffic.  The MAC enhancements specified in this amendment enable:
· Graceful degradation of audio video streams when there is insufficient channel capacity, by enabling packet discarding without any requirement for deep packet inspection,
· Increased robustness in overlapping BSS environments, without the requirement for a centralised management entity, 
· Intra-Access Category prioritization of transport streams by modifying EDCA timing and parameter selection without any requirement for deep packet inspection,
· Improved link reliability and low jitter characteristics for multicast/broadcast audio video streams,
· Interworking with relevant 802.1 AVB mechanisms (e.g. 802.1Qat, 802.1Qav, 802.1AS).
 

a. The chair has incorporated changes to the PAR since the Taipei meeting till this teleconferences into document 07/1972r12.

b. Changes from this meeting will be incorporated into document 07/1972r13. In addition "video streams" will be changed to "audio video streams" where appropriate.

c. Draft of document 07/1972r13 will be sent to the members for review.

d. Document 07/1972r13 will be uploaded and will be used as the basis for 

i. Notifying EC membership for considering the VTS PAR for approval

ii. Approval vote at the 802.11 WG opening plenary in the March meeting

a. The chair re-iterated the call to the members to bring in concerns on the PAR scope for detailed discussions during the teleconferences.

b. The chair requested attendees to send a electronic mail message so that attendance to the meeting can be recorded accurately.

c. The meeting ended at 12:03 PM EST.
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