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Morning Session Tuesday 08:00 – 10:00
WNG SC (Wireless Next Generation Standing Committee) meeting called to order by Stephen McCann at 08:00.
The IEEE 802 & IEEE 802.11 Policies and Rules were reviewed.

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

The agenda was reviewed (11-07-0037r1). No comments were raised, and minutes approved by unanimous consent.
WMM/11e PAR Considerations: 11-07-0116r0, Bob O’Hara  
There is a need to transition IEEE 802.11e to WMM (Wi-Fi Multimedia) as WMM has been adopted in the market place and has aspects that do not interoperate with the IEEE 802.11e.  The request is to set up a new TG (PAR and 5C proposal available in 11-07-0029r1) to harmonise the two specifications.

Proposed motion: Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for approval at their March 2007 session.

Friendly amendment: please include the document number in the motion.

Question: will the WMM specification be available to 802.11 members so that can study it for the purposes of this work?

Answer: the specification is already on the server as an IEEE contribution.  Document number is 11-03-0504-07-000e-wireless-multimedia-extensions-wme.

Comment: it is also available for $25 (US) from the Wi-Fi Alliance (WFA) website.

Comment: the WFA found a number of things in the IEEE 802.11e standard that either did not work or could not be feasibly implemented, but were unable to feed them back to IEEE 802.11e as the group was closed.  This accounts for some of the divergence between the specifications.  The burst acknowledgement is a feature that is part of IEEE 802.11n distinct from the burst acknowledgement in IEEE 802.11e – it is not really clear if both would really interwork.  So one of the challenges of this group would be to work out what to do with this.

Question: is this covered in the PAR?

Answer: no

Comment: but it probably should be.

Question: in the IEEE 802.11e specification, most things are defined as optional; it is not mandatory to implement everything.  You are recommending removing from IEEE 802.11e things that are not referenced by WMM, however, the other optional features may be implemented by someone for certain benefits even if it is not covered by WMM.

Answer: agree with the question, but the assertion that we are advocating the removal of non-WMM features is not true.  We are only asking this group to forward a proposed PAR to the WG.  It will be up to the TG to then decide at the point that they are chartered whether they want to change or modify those things not mentioned in WMM.  I believe there is merit to the IEEE 802.11e specification, and I was personally disappointed with the WFA when they went ahead with the work that they did on the assumption that they could complete the work with their own market requirements faster – they in fact only completed the work a year in advance.  It is up to the TG to decide what to remove, if anything, the PAR does not require it.
Question: you are considering deprecation of features in IEEE 802.11e that are not found in WMM.  IEEE 802.11e adopted certain IPR assumption – if the WFA did something different and didn’t implement to specification, there would not be the same rights on WMM.

Answer: if necessary, the chair would need to review all submitted IPR statements, and ask the question as to whether the IPR covers WMM or not, and probably also in liaison with the WFA request IPR to contact companies and solicit IPR statements.
Question: the document is proposed by a handful of companies. Why is this coming in as a PAR and not a study group (SG)?  Concerned that the scope of this group is already decided and fairly narrow and does not allow other companies to be involved in defining what the group should do.
Answer: this only thing that is official and ratified in the guiding requirements for the TG is what is in the PAR.  Nowhere in the PAR is remove, deprecate, slash, burn or pillage, the word that is used in the PAR is converge.

Comment: this work should go through a SG first, and not just be a PAR raised by a handful of companies.

Comment: this is a valid way forward.  The important thing right now is that the market has two different and incompatible standards for QoS, and the longer they stand alone, the longer and greater the confusion in the market will exist.  By moving quickly to address this, we acknowledge what happened, we see what is being built, and use the open standardisation process to allow us to accomplish a convergence.  The argument that the PAR is produced by a small number of companies is not different to any other proposal in IEEE for standardisation.  An entire WG was established in this way – IEEE 802.15 was established to rubber stamp the Bluetooth specification, but then highlighted a number of shortcomings and improved on it.  I don’t think a SG would come up with any dramatic changes to the PAR proposed here, regardless of whether it runs for a couple of hours or a couple of years.  It will come down to this PAR to direct the work and state what the outputs should be.

Question: I was a little concerned, you said that the WMM specification exists today, yet for interoperability we need to converge or harmonise.  If we are not just rubber stamping the WMM specification, convergence would require changes to WMM as well – if this work results in WMM2, then we will have yet another standard on the market, will that help?
Answer: the purpose of the amendment is to change the standard.  In this case, there will be underlines and strikeouts in the work that the task group will accomplish when we implement this amendment.  I won’t presume to propose what that will entail, that is a decision for the folks in the TG.  The reality in the market is that for unscheduled access for EDCA type equipment there are two incompatible specifications, and we need to address this.

Question: so the changes will to IEEE 802.11e to make it compatible.

Answer: we can’t cause the WFA to change anything.

Question: we have a) the WMM specification, and b) IEEE 802.11e. Is what is being proposed here to produce TGz or whatever and a specification that is identical with WMM?   All the work of this TG will be to vote to make TGz identical to WMM.  Or if the work involves analysing specific features and options then this is a very different process that almost certainly results in the work being different from a) and b).

Answer: I can envision two potential outcomes, one might be that someone shows up with a proposed draft with changes to IEEE 802.11e features that conflict with WMM, specify the WMM way of doing it and declare victory and send it to LB.  The other outcome will add to the IEEE 802.11e specification the WMM IEs so that the standard now says this is how to implement using this type of IE, and here is how it differs from the original IEEE 802.11e specification, here are the TSPECs needed in the action frames etc.  Here’s one way with these IEs, here is another with those IEs.  The UPASD work was found not to be implementable, or not work as expected, so these bits would be amended.  There can be many other ways as well.  I don’t expect this group to look at IEEE 802.11e and WMM and say both of these are wrong.
Comment: WMM says the intention is to define a subset of IEEE 802.11e, and the WFA tried to really align with IEEE 802.11e specification.  The PAR brought forward that anything outside that subset should still be in the IEEE 802.11e specification.  The task of the TG is to identify the conflicts, not to remove features, it’s really to align the two, working out a good solution, and it would be good if the subset in WMM is preserved as part of IEEE 802.11e with other features unchanged.

Question: I haven’t worked on WMM or IEEE 802.11e, but I spent a long time explaining what the specifications mean to different people, what is valuable, living in the fall out of this split.  If we are changing specifications, I hope we do not go down the path of having a third specification; that would be a mistake.  Certain things in the specification industry have spoken quite clearly on what they want to support and what they don’t want to support.   If we are discussing removal of HCCA, there are a lot of people with interest in this, so it shouldn’t be removed.  This would be more like a post mortem exercise trying to align with industry and decide what makes sense in the future.
Comment: when this work starts, IEEE 802.11e will have disappeared as an entity, we’ll just have the IEEE 802.11ma standard.  Taking things out of IEEE 802.11e that aren’t used in WMM should not happen.  The options should still be there.  WFA can say here’s the things we are going to implement to be interoperable, instead of converging it should be to align the specification with what’s in WMM so the two systems can interoperate.

Question: How about limiting the scope to what is incompatible, so the work is only to look at the incompatibilities between IEEE 802.11e and WMM?

Answer: that is one of the justifications for doing this work.  However, it is not clear that this is all that would be needed to be done by the TG – there are some areas of IEEE 802.11e that are just not implementable, so we’re trying to leave enough room for these issues to be addressed by the TG as well.

Comment: there are some good aspects to this proposal, but I’m not quite sure how to proceed.  The limited scope is a good idea, but worried that this PAR is still too broad.  Feature creep would be very bad.  I also have some concerns over the functionality differences and timelines – it appears that you think we can solve all of the problems in one meeting.  My own experience says this isn’t going to happen.  The timelines are aggressive and optimistic., I believe there are things that need to be set down and worked out for example unscheduled power save and delivery.  The other concern is that other groups have also been amending IEEE 802.11e, and it is not clear how to bring that into alignment with the stuff here. So I believe conceptually in what is being proposed, but have some concerns over its implementation.
Chair: we are running short of time, should we do the motion now or postpone it to the end of the WNG session so we can get through the other presentations?

Comment: a lot of discussion has already taken place, we could limit the debate to 5 minutes on the motion and still have time.

Chair: is there objection to limiting debate

Objection seen.

Vote on limiting debate to 5 minutes on the motion.
Result: 32-19-4

Motion failed.
Motion raised (document 11-07-0116r): Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, in 11-07-0029-01, proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for approval at their March 2007 session.

Moved: Bob O’Hara

Second: Thomas Kuenhel

Move to table the motion.

Moved: John Barr
Second: Keith
Result: 34-10-5

Motion passed.

Chair: as chair I move my next item on the agenda to the end, as it is just an informative liaison. No objection to this.
Audio Video Multicast Protocol: 11-07-0034r0, Yongho Seok
We want to support services such as IPTV.  IEEE 802.11e provides QoS for AV connections, however, AC-VO and AC-VI have high collision probability because of a small contention window.  AV multicast protocol can’t provide QoS because the collided frames are lost and unfair channel access between AV multicast and AV unicast occurs.

Question: if I understood correctly, you are doing retries on multicast, which leads to the question that if multicast transmissions are received correctly by most recipients, how do you decide when to do retries.

Answer: most receivers will not receive collided frames correctly.

Question: how do you determine collisions?

Answer: need some feedback mechanism in each multicast receiver, but that is too complex to do in IEEE 802.11 so we use an acknowledgement mode for the multicast group.

Question: it is hard to accept this idea with no supporting simulation data.

Answer: we have done some simulation work, where we implement the protocol in a real system but using unicast transmission.  The slideset will be revised to a new version including simulation results.

Question: multicast rate adaptation, is that also leader based?

Answer: yes.

Straw Poll: is it necessary to include AV multicast protocol in the new emerging IEEE 802.11 standard?

Question: what does “necessary” mean?

Answer: it is hoped to include this as an optional feature in the IEEE 802.11 standard.

Results: 14-13

Video over WLAN: Update: 11-07-0105r0, Todor Cooklev
For over a year we have been presenting to WNG SC on the need to provide a higher level of QoS in particular for video transmission over IEEE 802.11.  We are trying to narrow the scope of potential work in this area, so between November and now we have had a couple of conference calls and decided that it is appropriate to give an update on what was discussed and what conclusions arrived at.

Chair: procedural question – is there any chance of announcing audios on the mailing list so all people can take part?
Comment: we can’t support conference calls unless the work is part of IEEE.

Question: I was surprised to see video coding in the specification, that is an application layer far above the MAC so it s outside the scope of IEEE 802.11.

Answer: we consider only what is a consequence of the different video formats.  The intention here is to work out what the consequences are for IEEE 802.11

Question: there is no discussion of DLS?

Answer: this is a good question.  The DLS SG that’s starting after this session so we have kept that as a separate issue.

Comment: suggest that this work could be used as an input into the DLS group to help scope that work that they undertake.

Chair: please can I encourage you to come back to the next meeting with further updates.

NENA (National Emergency Number Association) Liaison: 11-07-0110r0, Stephen McCann

We have received a liaison from NENA, requesting specific action from TGk, TGu, TGv, 802.16, 802.20, and 802.22 to support emergency calls.  This is being raised within WNG as a TG neutral forum to look at these issues, and provide a response.  If you have any comments, please contact Stephen McCann.

Question: is there a specification?

Answer: yes, I will try and upload it to the IEEE 802.11 server.

WMM/11e PAR Considerations - revisited

A revised version of the PAR has been uploaded to the server (11-07-0029r2), and Bob requested the indulgence of the group to withdraw the previous motion.

Chair: can we vote on extending the WNG session for 5 min

Result: 32-16-4 (2/3 majority required for meeting extension)
Passed, WNG session extended to 10:06.
Motion: Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 WG forward a PAR, in 11-07-0029-02, proposing to harmonize 802.11ma (802.11e) to WMM, to the 802 Executive Committee for approval at their March 2007 session.

Moved: Bob O’Hara

Second: Andrew Myles

Discussion on the motion:

Comment: this should go to a SG first, going directly to the PAR is too far to go here.

Comment: in terms of document referencing, I have 2 comments. There is a lot of discussion around the word converge, we need to wordsmith that word to ascertain what it means and what would work. The WMM specifications themselves are living documents, referencing IEEE 802.11 standards, would we end up with a self referencing problem.

Answer: the word converge is the correct word.  If two things are moving, it is hard to align.  WMM specification is quite stable, so it should be possible to achieve the stated purpose.
Question: Are the PAR form explanatory notes empty?
Answer: yes

Comment: the clarification in the document makes it clear we are trying to merge the standards, not delete or deprecate anything.

Comment: the question here is if there are changes to WMM based on the work this group did, would the WFA adopt it?

Answer: we can’t expect them to adopt it before we develop it.  When trying to approve the draft we might ask the WFA to provide input.

Chair: we are out of time, meeting adjourned.

Meeting adjourned (motion disappears).
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Minutes of WNG SC meeting held during the IEEE 802.11 interim session in London, UK from January 14th-19th, 2007.
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