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Abstract

This document contains the minutes from MAC adhoc meetings held from April 1, 2010 through May 21, 2010. This time period includes all MAC adhoc conference calls held between the end of the March 2010 802.11 plenary meeting and the end of the May 2010 802.11 interim meeting. Minutes at each time block or conference call were taken by the person noted within the document – each time block may have a different minutes author.
MAC ad hoc minutes

PM2 - Tuesday 16:00 CCT,  May 17, 2010 – Interim Meeting
Chairman for the meeting is Chun Hui (Allan) Zhu (Samsung). 
Adhoc co-chairs present and declared their affiliations:

Matthew Fischer (Broadcom)

Jason Lee (ETRI)
Matthew Fischer volunteers to take minutes.

Allan introduces and identifies himself and his affiliation, and then identifies Jason Lee and Matthew Fischer and their affiliations.

Allan notes that agenda document is 11-10-0625r1

Allan asks to approve minutes as found in doc 11-10-0198r2 – no one objects.

Allan asks those in attendance to review operating rules for the adhoc found in doc 11-09-0059r5

Allan invites attendees to forward requests for presentation slots at any time and ad hoc will attempt to accommodate within the week’s scheduled time.

Allan reviews agenda (11-10-0625r1), asks for objection. None noted.
Three presentations are on the agenda:
11-10-0358r1

11-10-0064r5

11-10-0591r0

Presentation of 11-10-0358r1
Jason Lee (ETRI) declares name and affiliation.

Jason reviews document 11-10-0358r1.

Two proposals exist for MAC padding and length indication:

Jason Lee (ETRI) 11-10-0358r1 and Yong Liu (Marvell) 11-10-0064r5
Yong (Marvell): slide 7 – you propose to put CRC field in the service field which is encoded at higher PHY rate of PHY BODY, so the CRC field will be unreliable – is that not true?
JungEe (ETRI): SIGB is BPSK ½ - more reliable than data field – so SIGB is more protected than data field – so can assume that information is correct – when CRC is not correct, then service field will very likely also be incorrect.

Joshua Lo (Atheros): VHT can go above 1 Gbps, so PSDU length of 16 bits is not sufficient number of bits.

Jason: Can use code word length to indicate longer frame.

Joshua: will use many bits

Robert (Intel): indicated that there is a power penalty when using delimiters – when receiving EOF at end of last MAC frame – question is how much power difference is there?

Jason: MAC has to feed back information that introduces some delay, do not know how much

Robert: I expect one or two symbols = 8 usec in a typical implementation

JungEe: probably not significant – same properties as other scheme, and is not worse than other scheme, so it is comparable to other scheme
Robert: I believe it insignificant. Also concerned about single point of failure. Extension of service field means that you cannot correctly identify end of packet when CRC fails.

JungEe: no more bits have been added

Robert: concur with earlier comment about too few bits for length

Yuichi (Sony): could indicate number of code words to save bits

Robert: but then you have to find the end of the last MPDU

Yong: what if CRC field is incorrect but other bits are ok? (I.e. single point of failure) Then you lose entire payload. You have no way to tell if CRC is correct.
Presentation of 11-10-0064r5
Yong Liu (Marvell) declares name and affiliation.

Yong reviews document 11-10-0358r1.

First slide summarizes R4 to R5 changes.

Liwen (STM): slide 9 – when phy receives MPDU delim with EOF set to 1, then after that, there is no more information – will PHY pass the delimiters after seeing EOF?
Yong: how do you know that the delimiter is the end delimiter or not?

Liwen: how can PHY detect EOF bit? I.e. why not let PHY find EOF delimiter and end decoding?

Yong: do you agree on frame format?
Liwen: yes

Robert: implementation issue – you could let PHY parse and find the delimiter and find the end delimiter

JungEe: channel estimation may change, assume MCS is not good, in this case, the data field is unreliable, so all data packets have no CRC ok – in this case, there is no way to stop the decoder to save power, correct?

Yong: multiple delimiters may exist, then there are many chances to find delimiter

JungEe: but when so many bits are bad, then all delimiters will be bad – if you use the scheme in 0358r1 – then we can stop immediately without having to decode payload bits correctly

Yong: but in that case, your CRC, which is in the service field will be bad

JungEe: if SIGB CRC is wrong, then 99.999% case that scrambler seed is also broken, so it is ok to throw away entire PPDU

Yong: as long as receiver can detect at least one of the delimiters, you can quit
JungEe: the case is when most of the PHY payload is bad, then you can quit right after the SIGB for the ETRI case, but you have to keep going for a long time before giving up in Marvell scheme
Robert: can look for any sequence of delimiter CRC and MPDU CRC to make an early quit decision as well

JungEe: false positive EOF is possible in Marvell scheme – EOF false positive is very damaging – if first frame is false positive, then receiver will stop receiving all subsequent frames
Yong: first check length and CRC of delimiter

Yong: there are some cases where entire payload will be thrown away – if you get an error in service field (not in scrambler), then you will lose all of phy payload, even if there are good bytes

JungEe: agree

Yuichi: proposing to lose HT SIG, do you say that HT SIG in 11n was not needed? Was HT SIG needed in 11n and not needed in VHT? VHT length has more value than HT length. Do you think that HT SIG length was a mistake?

Robert: was not needed – not necessarily a mistake – bits were available in HT, so we used them – for VHT we have fewer bits available

Yuichi: how?

Robert: per user information is needed plus longer lengths

Jason: could add another SIGB symbol if needed
Robert: Why? It is unnecessary if you use the Marvell scheme.

Allan: any further discussion? Yong has two straw polls:
· Should the spec framework document (09/992) be updated to include the following change?
· 3.2.x The Data Field
· R3.2.x.A: When BCC encoding is used, the Data field shall consist of the 16-bit SERVICE field, the PSDU, the pad bits and the tail bits, in that order. 
· Yes: 16
· No: 16
· Abstain: 5
Jason: this ordering does represent the ordering in the Marvell proposal, correct?
Yong: yes – second straw poll from slide 14:

· Should the spec framework document (09/992) be updated to include the changes shown on the following two slides of this presentation? 
· Yes: 16
· No: 18
· Abstain: 7
Yuichi: what does this straw poll say about the VHT SIG length?

Yong: just says how to do MAC padding

Yuichi: anything to do with VHT SIG length field?

Yong: NO

Presentation of 11-10-0591r0
Allan Zhu (Samsung) declares name and affiliation.

Allan reviews document 11-10-0591r0.

Liwen: slide 3 – second bullet – This contradicts PSMP, where you have one TXOP with multiple ACs.
Regarding a question on A-MPDU boundaries on slide 13 – allan replies that the drawing is rough – not accurate.

Michelle (Intel): something nice to have – not a requirement – if you have traffic buffered – sharing same primary AC, then you can send, right?

Allan: yes – groupID is just a proposal

Michelle: what if you have 5 STA buffered traffic, for example?

Allan: - yes then you should be able to send to all 5 in one TXOP, but it makes the management more complicated

Conference call times
Allan: already has proposed:

June 17, 2010, 10:00 – 11:00 EST

Allan: Holiday – July 4 - Is more than one call needed?

Jason: would like another call

Allan: date?

Jason: July 8 – close to next meeting

Allan: June 4 – too close to this meeting

Allan: June 30 – 21:00 – 22:00 EST
Allan will present June 17, 2010, 10:00 – 11:00 EST and Jun 30, 2010, 21:00 – 22:00 EST to TG as suggested times for conf calls for MAC adhoc.
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