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WNG Minutes November 2011

Tuesday AM1 Session:

1. The Chair Clint Chaplin (Samsung Semiconductors) calls meeting to order at 8.00AM
2. Secretary pro temp is Marc Emmelmann (Fraunhofer FOKUS)
3. Information on IEEE Bylaws on Patents and Standards

3.1. Chair makes the audience aware of of IEEE Patent Policy including:

3.1.1. Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

3.1.2. Section 6.2 of IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

3.1.3. Other Guidelines for IEEE WG Meetings

3.2. Advise the WG attendees that: 

3.2.1. The IEEE’s patent policy is consistent with the ANSI patent policy and is described in Clause 6 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws;

3.2.2. Early identification of patent claims which may be essential for the use of standards under development is encouraged; 

3.2.3. There may be Essential Patent Claims of which the IEEE is not aware. Additionally, neither the IEEE, the WG, nor the WG chair can ensure the accuracy or completeness of any assurance or whether any such assurance is, in fact, of a Patent Claim that is essential for the use of the standard under development

3.3. The chair provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard

3.3.1. There was no response indicating that any patent-related issues should be brought to the attention of the chair.

4. Approval of minutes (11-11/1287r0)

4.1. Motion: Approve WNG minutes (11-11/1287r0)

4.1.1. Minutes approved by unanimous consent

5. Approval of agenda

5.1. Chair presents agenda (11-11/1415r0)

5.2. Agenda accepted by unanimous consent.

6. Technical presentations

6.1. 11-11/1485r0: Flexibility on Channel Access Allocations (Antonio de la Oliva, UC3M)

6.1.1. Comments

6.1.1.1. 802.11n, reverse direction grant mechanisms is very similar concept. It should be evaluated if it provides already the desired solution

6.1.1.2. Would be interesting to see TCP dumps of an application which is several hops away to see the details on TCP retransmissions for various scenarios

6.1.1.3. Question on which VoIP codec was used could not be answered.

6.1.2. Straw Poll:

6.1.2.1. Does the group think that this topic is worth pursuing further?

6.1.2.2. Result: Yes 9; No 0; Abstain 33

6.2. 11-11/1492r0: Issues with Adhoc Mode in Mesh Networking (Romana Challans, The Seval Project Inc.)

6.2.1. Comments

6.2.1.1. Clarification request on title of presentation: 11s and Ad-Hoc Mode (IBSS) are two completely different things. The talk is focusing on Ad-Hoc Mode. From that point, there are no issues with adhoc mode in 802.11s.

6.2.1.2. Some of the shown problems seem to be an issue of poor implementations and not of a poor standard. Lots of values can be changed (via a user interface if provided by an implementation) and several “solutions or tricks” shown in the presentations are actually compliant to the standard.

6.2.1.3. Algorithms in 11s may be changed / adapted to larger networks to address scalability issues.

6.2.1.4. The presentations referred to devices “not functioning”. Were those devices claiming to be 11s devices? (not answered).

6.2.1.5. Apart from 802.11, there are other organizations (e.g. Wi-Fi Alliance) doing certification programs. So approach them to have established certification procedures for certain scenarios could also be an approach.

6.2.1.6. Network organization in specific scenarios (e.g. emergency scenario) might be different from pure ad-hoc or mesh networking. There might be dedicated (portable) APs established for emergency workers. Reference to TGai Use Case Documentation given.

6.2.1.7. Lots of published papers work on 11b Phy mode and 100ms Beacon Interval. These are artificial limitations and not necessary a limitation imposed by the standard.

6.2.1.8. Supporting thousands of devices was not within the scope of the 11s PAR. This requirement could be a new aspect that needs to be addressed.

6.2.1.9. Adhoc / Mesh mode has been neglected due to market issues even though there are applications for such usage. Open projects (similar to MadWiFi) could benefits from the need of researchers for 11s/adhoc working implementations.  Cooperation with manufacturers could be possible in order to have (parts of their) code become open source.

6.2.1.10. The key to get industrial involvement is having a (big) market that has not been identified to 802.11 so far.  Suggestion to change terminology from application point of view to market point of view.

6.2.1.11. What is 802.11 asked to do? So far, a problem in the standard has not been identified.  Define specific sections in the standard that are broken or needs to be enhanced with new capabilities.

6.2.1.12. 11s was just recently been publish; so the draft reached a stable state around June this year. So even if devices claim to implement 11s, it is important to find out if they really implement the final / approved version of 11s and not a version of a (premature) draft.

6.3. 11-11/1461r0:  Transmit Power Control for Increased Network Throughput (Lary Zuckermann, Texas Instrument):

6.3.1. Comments

6.3.1.1. The complexity of the path loss calculation (n-square calculations to get path loss between all pair of nodes) seems to be high. ( Yes, the complexity could be significant.

6.3.1.2. The approach seems to go towards a TDMA-like solution. Have you considered synchronization approaches? ( Ongoing process. Not detailed so far.

6.3.1.3. Did not see how the calculation considers the effect of having a short communication range wrt. interference range. ( Time-slotted approach addresses this issue.

6.3.1.4. Request to present context in a more digestible way, i.e. using an illustrative slide set rather than displaying the paper version.

6.3.2. Straw Poll:

6.3.2.1. How many attendees would prefer to study the submission on their own, discuss it with the author, and vote on the other four questions at a future meeting?

6.3.2.2. Results: Yes 21; No 0; Abstain 18;

6.3.2.3. Editorial note: “the other four questions” refers to questions 1 to 4 included at the end of the presented document.

7. Recess at 10.01 AM until 7.30pm (EVE 1 Session)

Tuesday EVE1 Session:

8. Chair calls meeting to order at 9.35PM.

9. Technical presentations

9.1. 11-11/1464r0 The better spectrum utilization for the future WLAN standardization (Yasuhiko Inoue, NTT)

9.1.1. Comments

9.1.1.1. Clarification on how fast one has to exchange information between APs to achieve an improvement.  ( Open to further elaboration

9.1.1.2. Question on potential protocols for exchanging information between APs: possible protocols include CAPWAP, or others

9.1.1.3. There are possibilities that 11ac may use available frequency spaces by using different primary channels; but it has not been adopted in the final draft. Also 11-10/317 presents some related aspects.

9.1.1.4. General agreement that there is a need to further elaborate on next generation WLAN technologies.

9.1.1.5. Issue of synchronization between APs, as well as issues of interworking with legacy devices need to be further elaborated.

9.1.2. Straw Poll:

9.1.2.1. Are you interested in continuing discussion of the better frequency utilization in WNG to explore the potential of creation an 802.1 Study Group?

9.1.2.2. Result: Yes 62; No 2; Abstain 28;

9.2. 11-11/1507r2: Discovery of ESS services (Stephen McCann, RIM)

9.2.1. Comments

9.2.1.1. Services that need to be discovered might not be limited to an ESS. It could also be the discovery of a service e.g. “to deliver a specific information available on the internet”

9.2.1.2. “Extended neighbor report for APs in different regulatory classes” rather related to TGai activities.

9.2.1.3. The intention is rather to establish means for service discovery protocols and not the protocol itself.

9.2.1.4. Work, once started, need to be aware of security issues (trust in information received)

9.2.2. Straw Poll:

9.2.2.1. Should IEEE 802.11 consider the creation of a study group to further discuss the topic of “discovery of ESS services”?

9.2.2.2. Result: Yes 53; No 1; Need more information: 30; Abstain/Don’t care 4;

9.3. 11-11/1517. Efficient Device and Service Discovery for Peer-to-Peer Services (Santosh Abraham, Qualcomm)

9.3.1. Comments

9.3.1.1. Request on further information regarding the handshake of devices being in sleep-mode.

9.3.1.2. There is an alternative approach towards the problem: installing APs in areas where we expect high density of users.

9.3.1.3. Is there really a reason for “lower layer solutions” as we have existing upper layer solutions (e.g. bonjour) that work very well?

9.3.1.4. Terminology used in presentation was noted to be confusing as it overlaps with terminology used in Wi-Fi Alliance (e.g. peer-to-peer terminology).

9.3.1.5. Attention should be paid when designing a solution: when taking approaches from existing higher layer approaches, get rid of the overhead that comes with higher layer protocols.

9.3.1.6. Discussion on the definition of “proximity” and how to determine if STAs are in proximity of each other. One approach could consider the ability to decode packets at the most robust MCS as criteria.

9.3.1.7. Comments raising the questions if there is a need for standardization as compared to striving towards vendor specific activities, e.g. in Wi-Fi Alliance; especially as there are companies active in the latter believing that such features can be implemented without changing the standard.

9.3.1.8. There seems to be a need to further outline the market need for the proposed solution especially as there are methods on the marked (Wi-Fi direct) claimed to provide (at least a partial) solutions.

9.3.1.9. Presenter clarifies that in his mind, a decentralized solution should be preferred. Problems that come along with decentralized approaches should be discussed in SG or TG phase.

9.3.2. Straw Poll:

9.3.2.1. Are you interested in continued discussion in WNG on the topic of “Pre-association Peer to Peer Device Discovery” to explore the potential of creating an 802.11 Study Group?

9.3.2.2. Results: Yes: 32; No 17; Abstain 41;

9.4. Motion:

9.4.1. Request the 802.11 WG to request approval by IEEE 802 LMSC to form an 802.11 Study Group to consider the discovery of services within the 802.11 access network with the intent of creating a PAR and five criteria.

9.4.2. Moved:  Stephen McCann (RIM); Seconded:  Debate started, no seconded necessary.

9.4.3. Discussion on Motion

9.4.3.1. Difference to TGai is that TGai focuses on how to expedite the information exchange. Mechanisms defined will be very useful for this.

9.4.3.2. Concern that term “access network” is too general. Friendly amendment to include “802.11” accepted by mover.

9.4.4. Result: Yes: 32; No 12; Abstain 40; -- Motion fails
10. WNG adjourns at 21.15h.
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