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Executive Summary
1. IEEE 802.1AM PAR issues.  This issue stimulated much discussion and excellent debate. The conclusion was to hold two straw polls which reflected the feelings of the membership.  In summary it is felt that this PAR is rather immature and the whole issue should be re-considered by IEEE 802.1.

2. Update on TGu and impact on other task groups.  This presentation summarized the current objectives and goals of TGu and how its work possibly impacts other task groups within IEEE 802.11.

3. AP – AP Communications.  The presentation mentions how AP to AP communications was not really solved by previous work within IEEE 802.11.2 (TGF) and now is the time to re-consider this initiative.  The presentation concluded with a motion, requesting that members consider this issue to be within the IEEE 802.11 scope.

4. 802.11 MAC extensions for high rate video. This detailed presentation states that even with the introduction of IEEE 802.11e (QoS amendment), high rate video can only be supported over IEEE 802.11, through the introduction of more advanced techniques.
Afternoon session Monday 16:00 – 18:00
Logistics and Agenda (11-05-0684r0)
WNG Meeting called to order by the chairman TK Tan (Philips) at 16:05.  There were 3  new people in attendance this meeting.
The objectives of the session and the IEEE 802 & IEEE 802.11 Policies and Rules were reviewed.

Patents and By-laws read out by TK Tan, together with licensing terms and associated conditions.

Attendance issues for this week only were explained by TK Tan.  The agenda was reviewed (11-05-684r0) and approved unanimously.
The minutes from the May 2005 meeting (11-05-0486r1) were reviewed (executive summary). It was noted that no-one has replied to Jesse Walker’s May request for further submissions on multicast problems.  No comments were received and they were also approved unanimously (Proposed T.K. Tan, Seconded Roger Durand)
TGu overview (11-05-652r1) – Stephen McCann
Stephen presented a summary of the IEEE 802.11 TGu activity, describing some next text written to explain the objectives and goals of this group.

Q: Need to update version on the server with r1

Q: What is inside the IEEE 802.11 AN cloud.

A : Not defined yet, still gathering requirements.

Q: Example of TGu compliant device 

A: 802.11 STA which want to connect through to IMS and MBMS services

IEEE 802.1AM PAR comments
IEEE 802.1 AM PAR Comments  (11-05-635r1) – Andrew Myles

Andrew speaks to  delay IEEE 802.1AM PAR and perhaps take it into an alternative forum. Against pointed out that this his own personal submission.

Technical reasons with the PAR. The PAR was developed without the co-operation of the wireless groups. There is limited interest in this PAR and indeed they lack the expertise within IEEE 802.1 to do this.

Submission also states that at the end of the San Antonio tutorial there was a lack of interest in it.  It appears that IEEE 802.1 then took this forward and produced the PAR in isolation.

Conclusion : Delay the IEEE 802.1 AM PAR, so that it can be discussed further with some more background and expertise.

IEEE 802.1 AM  PAR Comments (11-05-675r2) - Roger Durand
Roger speaks in support of this PAR.  This is his own personal submission.

Companies are starting to do different things with the standards now and this can differentiation be addressed by IEEE 802.1AM.  Addresses multi-system multi-functional interoperability.

IEEE 802.1 group is addressing IEEE 802 architecture and hence they are the place to do this.

Questions

For the PAR: A common denominator is very useful.  This is useful for the future.

Against the PAR: It appears to be for a common dictionary. How does language help with co-existence.

For: IEEE 802.1AM is not addressing co-existence, IEEE 802.11 and IEEE 802.16 may share the same spectrum.

Against: Ok, what about the re-use factor.  Can you purchase a common stack. It mentions code re-use.

For: No, if one is building a product, then as an overall system, you can have common use.

Against: A few years ago IETF tried to solve generic problems for different link layers. They really struggled. For example, would IEEE 802.11k become irrelevant in the future, if this goes ahead.

For: What happens if you have a IEEE 802.11j connection though with IEEE 802.11k. Can it handle this at the moment.

Against: At some companies people have avoided wireless and suddenly they are no deploying it. Hence I’m very concerned about wired people taking on wireless activities and it usually requires reworking afterwards.

For: This should be done by both wireheads and airheads. Expertise is in both IEEE 802.1 and wireless groups.

Question to presenters: What is the scope of RF management in this context? RF infrastructure or just a RF client in the STA.

For: The expertise resides in multiple groups within IEEE 802. They should somehow come together.

Regarding the company issue, this make it easier to do distributed management, as opposed to central management.  Regarding the RF management and scope, IEEE 802.1AM enables RF management.

Question: But is this from an operator or user point of view? Is this achievable?

Chairman : Let’s go back to the original point.

Against: Ok, so what will IEEE 802.1AM do with the wireless comments? Surely they’ll only take what they want. There is some offense taken to IEEE 802.1’s attitude to wireless expertise, within IEEE 802.11.

Statement: IEEE 802.1AM would like to work with the wireless groups and so far they have not worked with the wireless groups. So let’s give them the benefit of the doubt. To push it forward with the approval of the wireless groups would be a mistake.

Against: Ok, so what are we doing here? What is re-use here? What does this dictionary mean?

For : It is a dictionary.  Capabilities will be built on top of this.

Against: So IEEE 802.1AM are only defining a dictionary??

For It’s not clear. Architecture is being decided by PARs and not by task groups.  This PAR has been actually drafted over some period of time.

Against : It’s not really wired v wireless. What is the impact on IEEE 802.11?

Generally feeling within WNG SC, is that people do not understand this PAR.

Chairman : Shall we start a new PAR

For : We thought the wireless groups would give feedback on this specific PAR.

Against : Actually we did create output documents from the Wireless Ad Hoc Architecture meeting on Monday morning.  Let’s continue to take this forward.

Against: The alternative is to allow IEEE 802.1AM PAR to continue and let’s see what happens. If they have faith in it, then let them do it.

Chairman : We need to give the IEEE 802.11 WG Chair direct feedback from WNG SC as to what he should recommend at ExCom on Friday.

Q : I am in support of this PAR. You can not control neighbors networks, this is just not possible. IEEE 802.15 and IEEE 802.11 networks in the same home could be controlled by a common system and this seems to be supported by what was said earlier.

Against: Common management would be great in the home, but this does not require a common management interface. It leverages the existing management systems within each system.

Q : For example, SNMP on IEEE 802.15 and IEEE 802.11. I don’t see channel and power in the PAR

Against : Yes, they are there in the PAR but there should be other parameters in there. The people who are proposing this should have some idea of all the measurements they want to make.  For this effort to be worthwhile, many parameters should be consider, not just 2. Hence IEEE 802.1AM is looking at the lowest common denominator, rather than a common management approach.

Q : But the PAR implies other parameters, which have not been mentioned, e.g. received signal strength.

Why can not these go into a common management interface? I think there are really more than two.

Against: Ok, but that’s what the IETF tried to do, and failed. Look at SSID for example.

For : The named parameters within the PAR were only examples.

Q: Surely IEEE 802.11, IEEE 802.15 and IEEE 802.16 should address common parameters.

Against: I suspect that this PAR does not have any more contents behind it, than what is written.

For : I would argue against this, as you have limits to be what can be written in the PAR.

Against: Are the supporters of the PAR working for network management companies?

For : Yes, as an example I am.

Statement : We have loads of parameters within IEEE 802.11k which are applicable. Country, power capability, neighborhood lists etc.

Q: Both of these arguments are not addressing the ‘energy in the air’ issue. People appear to be nervous within IEEE 802.11 about this IEEE 802.1 PAR, which they are supposed to be subservient to.

Chairman : There is a need for a management framework, but we don’t know how to take this forward.

For : Tony Jeffries will come to IEEE 802.11 on Wednesday, to address IEEE 802.1AM issues. Specific questions should then be addressed to him. However, I’m sure what specific conclusion we have come to here.

Against: There are about 20 specific questions at the end of my document which need to be addressed.

Statement: We should address more of these issues within a new Study Group, rather than bringing them up in the PAR. Because IEEE 802.11 and IEEE 802.16 have not participated within the IEEE 802.1 Study Group phase.

Against: So, let’s delay the PAR and get them to re-consider it.

Q : Ok, I agree that we should delay the PAR and help to re-work it.

For : There is a lot of politicking going on here.

Chairman : Ok, but lets not talk about that.

Statement : But standards only work, when they are generically supported.

Chairman : There is a need for a solution to this problem. It needs co-operation between IEEE 802.11 and IEEE 802.1

For: The IEEE 802.1 provides a cross standard approach to management. Hence IEEE 802.1 is the only place that this can be really done. This is really required for the future of products. The ownership of the problem does not lie within the wireless groups.

Chairman : So how do we get the best minds together on this.

For : Lets get IEEE 802.1 to meet with the wireless groups at interims then.

Q : Look at IEEE 802.22 which caused an argument between IEEE 802.16 and IEEE 802.11.  How there is no expertise within

IEEE 802.22, as they sponsors will not allow them together.

Q : Does IEEE 802.1AM look at wired management.

For: No, this is specifically for wireless.

Conclusion : Not to endorse either Andrew’s or Roger’s presentation.

Against : This group recommends that IEEE 802.1AM PAR be delayed or withdrawn, so it can discussed fully with the IEEE 802 wireless groups. At some point in the future the PAR can be re-introduced.

Against : Some sort of study group within IEEE 802.1 should be established to take this analysis further. The PAR need not be passed for this to happen.

For : Normally, IEEE 802.1 does not have study groups, it just writes PARs.

Chairman: Ok, let’s produce some straw polls to gauge the feeling of WNG. This will then be reported back to the WG.

Straw Polls

Recommendation from IEEE 802.11 WNG SC to IEEE 802.11 WG that the IEEE 802.1AM PAR approval is postponed.  It would like to see a study group created within IEEE 802.1, with the intention of revising this PAR to address the RF management issue, ensuring that stakeholders within the wireless groups are invited. Such meetings should be collocated with the IEEE 802 wireless interims.

IEEE 802.11 should therefore invite IEEE 802.1 to participate in their interims.

Straw poll : 23 (for), 4 (against), 2 (abstain)

Recommendation from IEEE 802.11 WNG SC to IEEE 802.11 WG that it would like to see a study group created within IEEE 802.1, with the intention of revising the approved IEEE 802.1AM PAR to address the RF management issue, ensuring that stakeholders within the wireless groups are invited. Such meetings should be collocated with the IEEE 802 wireless interims.

IEEE 802.11 should therefore invite IEEE 802.1 to participate in their interims.

Straw poll : 7 (for), 13 (against), 7 (abstain)
802.11 scope (11-05-668r0) Mike Moreton
There is no specific document which describes the scope of IEEE 802.11.  However, there is an 802 scope document, which covers almost everything.  Within this it does mention IEEE 802.11, in a limited way. It talks about the MAC sub-layer.
However, this MAC sub-layer is not just the MAC.  It does not limit us to a peer to peer protocol. Seems to be anything that is not the PHY layer.  Additionally ISO 7 layer model is not actually reality, and the GPRS stack diagram is a good example of something that breaks this.  A layer presents a service to the next layer up.

“Standardization should be done where the experts are” quoted from Peter Ecclesine.
Hence we should not be scared of standardizing AP to AP protocols, as things have now moved on from TGF.  The DS gives us a transport independent mechanism for delivering frames between APs.
AP to AP Communication Motion

Resolved: This group believes that standardization of AP to AP protocols should not excluded from the scope of 802.11

Moved : Mike Moreton

Second : Jon Edney

For: AP to AP communications has been going on for years. What is the problem that is being solved here? Limited scope is not necessarily a bad thing as it can concentrate minds. Is there a strong reason to do this. TGr does have the concept of an AP talking to a new AP, by sending a message from the old AP to the new AP. Mike is asking if we can define this protocol.  However, TGr only describes the content of the message, but not the mechanism of how it is sent.  For example the medium may be wired or wireless (i.e. we don’t know what the PHY is).  Hence TGr is not really limited the ‘current scope’.  If this limitation of scope is taken away, then we’ll get L3 VPNs, Brokers etc.  This scares me to death.

For : TGr defines a payload, but that’s all.  The DS concept allows a MSDU to travel from one AP to another AP.
Q : The GPRS stack was developed by systems architects, as opposed to protocol experts.  IEEE 802.11 has to sort out the end to end architecture. I am concerned about creating a segmented market of AP to AP communications

For : The GPRS diagram was a horrible hack to get it to work.  In the IEEE 802.11 1999 specifications there is a DS, which just allows packets to go from one place to another.  This structure was very good at the time. It allows layer 2 frames to travel about.

Q : I disagree with the presenter.  The ISO model was to get some organization between different bodies. Layers are like implementation teams working on different sections of the problems. The bits have to get there, and if we have 3 different ways of doing this, it looks bad.  I speak in favor of the motion, with a small amendment.
Question : Regarding slide 11 : 3rd item : The DS should deliver SDUs between APs, not frames.
Regarding slide 12 : AP to AP protocols over the DS should not excluded

Darwin Engwer: Move to amend the motion. Second : Mike Moreton.

New motion text
Resolved: This group believes that standardization of AP to AP protocols over the DS should not be excluded from the scope of 802.11.

Another friendly amendment. Remove the double negative.

New motion text

Resolved: This group believes that standardization of AP to AP protocols over the DS should be included from the scope of 802.11.

Statement: I believe you can do this today, with the DS SAP. The DS is an abstract concept.  It’s like putting a message on a brick and then throwing it onto a train. The address is written on the brick and it somehow magically arrives at its destination.  Perhaps this motion is really talking about SME to SME communication. Additionally there are some people who are currently upset with 802.11 and we have been advised not to define systems. IEEE 802.1 defines networks and 802.11 defines LANS.  By the way Annex N now shows a DS diagram with a DS SAP.  Architecturally we should be doing a better job. Additionally 802.15 and 802.16 may need this, so perhaps it should be considered at a higher level.
Presenter : More and more we should involve 802.1, and perhaps we should talk to them about this. For example TGr should talk to 802.1 about their AP – AP requirement.  However, will we then get them to do work, that we really want to do within 802.11?  Perhaps it’s better to do it ourselves.
Statement : Yes, the slow response of 802.1 is a big problem.  They also have a lot on their plate. Hence this is one of the reasons behind the 802 wireless architecture group.

Presenter : If 802.1 can do this, great. If they cannot, 802.11 should not be excluded from doing it.

Q : What’s the output from this motion?

Presenter : I’d like the chairman to mention it during his closing report at the IEEE 802.11 Friday closing plenary.

Q : I think the motion text requires clarification.

Presenter : But the motion does not require anyone to do anything.

Chairman : Friendly amendment to refer to WNG. Question is called.
Motion

Resolved: WNG SC believes that standardization of AP to AP protocols over the DS should be included from the scope of 802.11.

Motion : 27, 0, 12 (Motion Passes)
802.11 MAC extensions for high rate video (11-05-632r1) Clifford Tavares, Tobor Cooksev
More of an information submission, rather than desiring an output. IEEE 802.11e is inadequate for end to end high rate video. Hence submission suggests further standardization beyond 802.11e.

The market is home base entertainment equipment, security video.  Video tends to be deterministic, as opposed to essentially random traffic over the internet.
Issues considered are:

· IEEE 802.11e limitations

· Potential solutions : Two dimensional QoS model.
· Current work

· Relevant work within the IETF

Question: But is this within a DS.
A : Yes.

Q : Does this use a new discard priority which does not exist within 11e
A : Yes

Q : In one video stream, you may want high priority frames and frames which can be dropped? Is frame re-ordering be used ? If you use multiple links, then frames could arrive before others depending on which link is being used.

A : Yes, the video is essentially sent in a scrambled order, but within a constrained time frame. But this is a MAC level issue, which must be addressed.
Q : Does packet error rate affect the transmitter power on different links.

A : Yes.

Q : Since the power can be affected over the radio link, doesn’t this solution cause problems at the PHY layer.

A : yes, it may.

Q: You talk about end to end QoS, so how do you cope with priorities for the uplink, IP network and downlink (i.e. E2E).

A : This would be covered by the separate protocols on each segment.

Q: What about jitter within the TSPEC.

A: It is not necessary to define it, as delay is there already. Jitter is a separate parameter.

Q : Can not some of these issues be handled above the MAC layer ? Why do you need MAC layer changes.

A : The IP level is not aware of the network conditions, which is very important.

Q: Additionally does the PHY layer need to know about the codec being used?

A: Yes


Q: Why are these extra features required. All these features are already there.

A: The channel adaptation is now based on the content, not just the environment, hence the new QoS dimension, that we are talking about. Channel and content conditions define the QoS.

Q : In MAC and TCP congestion situations, you send slower to avoid it, whilst with some types of radio interference you send faster to increase the probability of success. So is the network being much more intelligent ?
A : Hmm, also interesting to see what TGv can give you, but information cannot propagate all the way back across the E2E connection.

Q : Is the application controlling the E2E or the network itself ?

A : Not sure.
Q : The PHY layers know a lot about the world, but cannot communicate outside of that entity.

A : Exactly, and we would like to move some of this information up to the MAC layer.

Q : Regarding slide 7, doesn’t DiffServ do this already?
A : No, it’s different as the QoS is within a stream.

Q : Yes, but that’s done by the upper layers.

A : Ok. In a 802.11e network there are 8 levels of priority.

Q : It up to an application writer to use these levels wisely.

A : To a certain extent I agree with this, in that it can be done today.

Q : Are we taking about EDC for the 802.11e control mechanism

A : Yes.

Chairman : Thank you Tobor and Clifford. I believe that you will bring another presentation perhaps to the next meeting.
Completion of WNG meeting
Move to adjourn, no objections, session adjourned.

Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Release: The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution, and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication.  The contributor also acknowledges and accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.11.





Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <� HYPERLINK "http://%20ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf" \t "_parent" �http:// ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf�>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard."  Early disclosure to the Working Group of patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication.  Please notify the Chair <� HYPERLINK "mailto:stuart.kerry@philips.com" \t "_parent" �stuart.kerry@philips.com�> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <� HYPERLINK "mailto:patcom@ieee.org" \t "_parent" �patcom@ieee.org�>.





Abstract


Minutes of WNG SC meeting held during the IEEE 802 Plenary in San Francisco, California, USA  from July 18th – 22nd , 2005.
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