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Monday Afternoon Session, May 14, 2007

Opening

Call to Order

Bob OHara (Cisco): I call the meeting to order.

Meeting convened at 1334 hours.

Is anyone willing to act as secretary for this session?   We cannot proceed without a secretary.  Bob Miller (AT&T) volunteers.

Our goal is to create a PAR and 5 criteria for this task group.  I previously put together some initial work in 07/0029r3

Process

Proposed Agenda

I show the agenda for this session in 07/0063r0.  I’d like to approve the agenda.  Because we are a study group anyone can make a motion, and anyone can vote.

Moved:  To approve the agenda

Moved: Suman Sharma (Intel)

Seconded:  Andrew Myles (Cisco)

For 24, Against 0, Abstain 0.  The motion passes.  The agenda is accepted.

Revision of 802.11 Home Page

BobO:  The page now shows the patent policy, the affiliation requirements, etc.  [shows links on patents]  I’d like to review the patent policy.  I would like for anyone who has not read this material to announce himself/herself.  No one so announced.  We shall assume everyone is familiar with the policy and is adhering to it.

The affiliation policy is also shown on the screen, particularly #7 (affiliation must be offered whenever it is asked for), and #8 (certain rights may be lost if affiliation is not declared.  Specifically attendance and voting rights).

There is also an anti-trust information resource.  I suggest you read the indicated link.  See the ethics information resource as well.

The study group works toward determining whether standards work should be undertaken based on need.  You do not need to be a voting member for motions, voting, and discussions.  Please identify your affiliation when you first speak in a particular session.  You should also identify yourselfyou’re your affiliation in subsequent meetings.  You should identify yourself if moving or seconding.

Why are we here in the QSE SG?  The Wi-Fi Alliance began certifying WLAN equipment as compliant with the “Wi-Fi Multimedia” (WMM) Specification, which was based on a draft of the 802.11e standard.  The IEEE approved 802.11e which is a superset of WMM.  All 802.11 amendments are eventually incorporated into the 802.11 standard.  In this case amendments may continue to have the .11 standard diverge from what is being certified by the industry.  This is viewed as a bad tendency, creating an official and unofficial spec.  I believe we should converge on a single specification that is common to both 802.11 and WFA.  That should be best for the industry.  If we decide that work is needed, we may not decide what’s in and what’s out.  That could be work for the task group.  The study group should set the boundaries for the task group.

I would like to show the PAR document as previously entered on the web tool, showing version 3, with highlighted items modified from the original text. [shows on screen].  I proposed a scope that is “specifically limited to functionality addressed in the WMM specification”.  I chose a narrow title so that this did not appear to be a “new” QoS task group.  I’d like to open the floor for general discussion and whether a task group is needed.

DavidHunter (Panasonic): Is the WMM spec available to all the members?

BobOHara:  I believe this has been submitted as an 802.11 document.

AndrewMyles (Cisco):  Publicly available on the WFA site.

[Unknown]:  Where does this stand with 802.1?

O’Hara:  I express a question whether that is relevant to this group.  This would appear to be more of a maintenance function.

AndrewMyles: Concerns have been voiced by some that 802.11e items may be removed.  Will that be in the scope document?

OHara:  The scope statement should specify this, but no functionality is to be removed.

Mathilde (Avaya):  Suppose someone has implemented a feature in 11e which is not WMM compliant, do they remain compliant?  Is that a requirement?

OHara:  Don’t know the answer.  Two ways to answer.  Craft an outcome in the scope, or leave as a technical decision of task group.

Mathilde:  Would new implementers have to be compliant with a new amendment?

OHara:  Unknown.  My desire is to have as the output of a task group, a single standard that describes what is being built and allows future amendments to be required to describe how to adapt the new amendment to what is being built.

Mathilde:  Someone wrote an alternative specification to 11e, and now you are suggesting we write another one.

OHara:  People here have the right to craft the scope.

Myles:  The vast majority of implementations reflect WMM rather than 802.11e.  I think the standard should follow the major implementations.  We could change it to be both WMM and 802.11e.  However that would require tracking two specifications.  Maybe we should “cut the field”.

OHara:  This group could make the decision in the scope statement, or could allow the task group to do that.

Suman Sharma (Intel):  The task group should be the judge.

Worstell:  I’d like to know what the changes are ahead of time so that the scope is well understood.  I’d like to know what the differences are right now, and figuring out what has to change:  What’s broken or different and address a scope limited to that area.

Mathilde:  We have set down our best work in 802.11e.  Anyone who builds equipment should be compliant with the standard.

JamesYee (Marvel):  WMM 1.1 is not assured to be the final one.  Would this tie the standard to future revisions?

Keith Amman (Polycomm):  Wi-Fi can base its future on something that is known.

James Yee:  The primary advantage is to make it easier for Wi-Fi to develop further changes.

Secretarial note:  The following Bob Miller comment was minuted by David Hunter.

Bob Miller (AT&T):  Due to increase of legal issues and need for patent disclosures, then if a standard is endorsed by this organization, then you have created an economic environment in which products are grandfathered into this standard; a change that is to retroactively retune is to create a legal issue; so retuning is a problem.

Bob Miller resumes minutes

Mathilde:  When 11e was being drafted, we assumed the standard was set.  What is to stop “creeping standardism”?

Myles:  The problem with 11e was much of it wasn’t relevant and wasn’t timely.  If a standard is untimely than it may suffer this problem.

Mathilde:  The 802.11e draft was created long before WMM.  The changes from 11e to WMM were not covered in sponsor ballot review.  Any comment?

OHara:  Andrew provided one answer.  There are not guarantees this couldn’t happen again.

Sharma:  You cannot guarantee anything.

OHara:  We’ve heard a lot of thoughts.  I’ve heard we should scope the work to understand what should change in the task group, that we should scope the work in the PAR, and that we should guarantee that what was approved before is still relevant (e.g. the standard is the standard---there is no work needed).

Mathilde:  Backward compatibility?

OHara:  Yes.

Are there other views (other than those three?)  None.

Let’s have a straw poll:

Position #1:  The task group resulting from the PAR will make decisions about backward compatibility (will what is compliant today still be compliant tomorrow)

Position #2:  The scope of the PAR will describe the requirement for backward compatibility

Position #3:  The work should not be done.

Steve Emeott (Motorola):  I think a fourth possibility exists regarding the extent to which items to be harmonized agree.

Myles:  There may be a question regarding there is or is not a compatibility issue.

Worstell:  We are supposed to understand the issues before we decide to vote on anything including moving forward further.  This is an open society vis-à-vis a closed one (e.g. WFA).  I’d like the group to understand what the differences are in this study group. 

RolfdeVegdt (Qualcomm):  At the last meeting we said we should do the homework to understand the issues.

Rakesh Tarian (Samsung):  If a document exists, it would be good so we could examine the details.

Mathilde:  For many people the WMM spec is a total unknown.  People would have to read it to understand what the details are.

OHara:  Showing document 07/0314, depicting an analysis comparing WMM and 802.11e.  Darwin Engwer (Nortel Networks) authored.  Could the WFA make available any analysis it may have done?  [covers the list item by item]

Following Miller comment minuted by Hunter.

Bob Miller:  My recollection of 802.11e HCCA does not track this presentation; if QoS is implemented, then HCCA is mandatory, though an AP could refuse a specific request. 

Mathilde:  We have to be careful about signaling.  

Hunter:  Looking at the document, the issue of mandatory seems a non-issue, as both show the same for EDCA.

Myles:  Yes. HCCA is not part of the scope statement.

OHara:  There is a TSPEC in 11e, not identical to WMM.  There is a set of beacon parameters which are different in the two.  There are some missing definitions in this document.  There are items in the two documents that use similar language and work similarly, but are not the same.

Sharma:  There is a QoS IE.  

Mathilde:  Don’t want to go into detail, but why was signaling changed in WMM?

Amman:  Couldn’t steal 802.11e, had to adopt manufacturers’ proprietary IEs.  If something had changed in the standard, then there would have been continuing errors.  That was what ANA was put in place to do.

OHara:  Reviews balance of Engwer’s comparison points.

Mathilde:  U-APSD and Admission control are different between 11e and WMM.

OHara:  Admission control is active now in WFA.

Mathilde:  There are TSPEC differences as well.

OHara:  Correct.

I would view items 21-27 as needing to indicate they are not equivalent to 802.11e.  This may or may not be complete, but it seems like a good overview.  I suggest that it might be good to have the standard support both variations.  That might address some of the concerns.

Comments?

Worstell:  More info than I had.

Miller comment minuted by Hunter.

Bob Miller:  Responsible voting would require that each of us read, understand, and compare for ourselves.  Just our short discussion has revealed a series of things that are “identical” but not exactly.

Amman:  Should separate maintenance functions from errors.  Shouldn’t reinvent.

Myles:  Don’t need to understand details.  Just need to understand whether one wants to align the two.  There will be so many products in the field, we have to do something to align with standard.  

Bob Miller:  So a manufacturer could make millions of something not standards complaint, flood the market and then get the standards changed?

OHara:  That’s how 10-BaseT happened.

Bob:  So that’s the going-forward policy of IEEE?  For a carrier, a interoperability and long economic life is the overreaching issue for a standard.  This removes much of the benefit.

Myles:  The WFA has many manufacturers 

Merwyn Andrade (Aruba Networks):  Who is Mr. Myles representing? The WFA or his company?

Myles:  I was representing Cisco.

Myles (now representing WFA): There are 59 vendors with 385 products in the Wi-Fi Alliance. 

Hunter:  802.11 ma-c has been mentioned.  What does interoperability mean in this context?

Yee: There are rumors of changes.

Worstell:  Why in the WFA and not here?

O’Hara:  They are working on WMM spec and that is not available here.

Worstell:  Acknowledged.  However, the WFA is doing work in a closed environment.  The WFA should bring it here as this is a more appropriate open environment.
SteveEmeott:  On #2 suggest you may want to elaborate.

OHara:  Do we want to make a statement regarding backward compatibility?

Position 1 describes it as a PAR, scope of work, but without technical

Position 2.  PAR, scope of work, and backward compatibility.

Position 3.  Work not needed.

Is anyone not ready to take a position?  No hands.

Vote as often as you like on any item.

Worstell:  You read the straw poll incorrectly.

OHara re-reads

Position 1 The PAR will not take a position on backward compatibility.  The task group will make this decision. 

SteveWeitsell (VTech):  Suggest for #1   The PAR will not take a position on the requirement for backward compatibility.  The task group will make this decision.

Myles:  I suggest we do number 3 first.

OHara:  Lets do the third poll:

Position #1:  Work is needed.

Position #2   No work is needed.

Results: Position #1 - 16, Position #2 - 8

Next...

Position #1:  The PAR will not take a position on the requirement for backward compatibility.  The task group will make this decision.

Position #2:  The scope of the PAR will take a position on the requirement for backward compatibility.

[unknown, Rakesh?]  Do we actually have the right to decide this?

OHara:  A PAR that does not take a position of backward compatibility would not be as likely to pass as the other, so “yes”.

Mathilde:  Has a PAR ever been passed that did not take into account backward compatibility?

OHara:  I recall that 11a did not have a compatibility requirement.

Worstell:  For the MAC only.

OHara:  I cannot state that all have had it.

Keith:  Position 2 seems to say that the PAR will take a position which could go either way.  We haven’t stated which way.

OHara:  The task group is constrained to abide by the PAR, but that’s open.

Position #1 - 7, Position #2 - 24.

Straw Poll:

Position #1:  The PAR requires backward compatibility, i.e., existing 802.11e equipment remains compliant.

Position #2:  The PAR requires that existing 802.11e equipment becomes non-compliant.

Worstell:  In a straw poll it seems 75% is usually a reasonable indicator of whether to proceed.  Your first poll did not so indicate.

Rakesh:  Doesn’t make sense to say not being backward compatible.  The only poll should be:  Do you want backward compatibility stated.

OHara:  The previous straw poll says “takes a position on backward compatibility”.  My interpretation is that backward compatibility is needed. 

Bob Miller:  Needs to change from “existing equipment” to “existing 802.11e standard” remains compliant. [changes]

Position #1:  The PAR requires equipment complying with the 802.11e standard remains compliant.

Position #2:  The PAR allows that equipment compliant with the 802.11e standard becomes non-complaint. 

Myles:  How many WMM non-compliant equipment types are out there?

Bob Miller: I object.  This asks for marketing information which should not be discussed.  I shall only say that WFA activities included plugfests to which vendors brought equipment not WMM compliant.  And, also there are vendors who are not WFA members bringing forth products complaint with 802.11e but not WMM compatible.

Chris Hinz (Motorola):  My recollection of “n” was backwards compatibility desirable, but not required.  I’m confused about what backward compatibility means.

Bob Miller:  I think it means if a legacy client attempts to operate within the network it does not cause damage, and it’s requests for service are honored by the network. 

Hunter:  A point of information for Mr. Myles.  One of the members of WFA has announced a chipset that does HCCA.

Myles:  The issue is EDCA.

Hunter:  Have to do EDCA to get to HCCA.

O’Hara:  Discussion?

Position #1:  The PAR requires equipment complying with the 802.11e standard remains compliant.

Position #2:  The PAR allows that equipment compliant with the 802.11e standard becomes non-compatible. 

James Yee:  Suggest “compatible” rather than “compliant”.

Myles:  Equipment not tested by a compatibility agency is not compliant.

Bob Miller:  I believe this makes no sense. “802.11e compliant” remains so regardless whether a testing entity has proven it. This is not a “If a tree falls in the forest” issue.

OHara:  Lets vote.

Position 1 - 20, Position 2 - 4

Worstell:  Did you take attendance with a sheet?

Ohara:  Attendance taken electronically

Worstell:  SGs can include new members who don’t know how to vote electronically.

OHara:  Is there anyone who doesn’t know how to log attendance in the room?  No hands.

Closing

Recess

OHara:  We have reached the end of our time this session.

Recess at 1529 hours.

Minutes for QES, 5/17/07 am1

1. Chair requested someone to take notes.  Dave Stephenson (Cisco Systems) volunteered to act as temporary secretary.

2. Chair (Bob O’Hara) brought to attention the IEEE Patent Policy and requested for anyone aware of relevant intellectual property/patents claims should make the group so aware.  No one stood up.

3. Bob went through document 11-07/0663r0.

4. Osama Aboul-Magd (affiliation Nortel Networks) gave presentation 11-07-0796r0.

a. Straw poll: “Do you agree that harmonization with recent IEEE 802.1 changes listed in this contribution should be part of the PAR? Y=, N=, Don’t Know=.  AT the end of the discussion, Osama withdrew his straw poll and would like to take the questions (posed in part below) back to 802.1.
b. David Hunter (affiliation Panasonic) and Roger Durand (affiliation RIM) had questions which I didn’t capture.

c. Andrew Myles (affiliation Cisco Systems): Did 802.1 consider devices in the field when justifying the change to Table G-2?

d. Dave Stephenson, (affiliation Cisco Systems).  Did 802.1 generate the table thinking about the edge and the core?  Answer, 802.1 has the same table for devices in the core and the edge.

e. Rajneesh Kumar, (affiliation Cisco Systems).  How do we know whether switches in the core use the old or the new table?  Answer: we don’t know, that is a question for 802.1.

f. Bob O’Hara.  Table G-2 is informative, but our text is normative.  Should we be changing our text given the number of devices in the field.

5. Keith Amann (affiliation Polycom) presented document 11-07-0029r3 (not currently on the server).  Discussion on proposed PAR.

a. Bob O’Hara asked SG whether any voters in the earlier straw poll would have a different opinion given the modifications in the document?

b. David Hunter.  More positive now since the proposal captures some of our earlier discussions.  Would like to know the details between WMM and 802.11e.  Queasiness is still there.

c. Andrew Myles: changes are nicely aligned with earlier straw polls.

d. Keith Amann: recognizes a list of detailed differences between WMM and 802.11e is needed.  There are also differences in behavior.  We should bring up the differences and proposed changes one at a time and vote on them.

e. Straw poll: “This amendment will align the Quality of Service specification developed as 802.11e and that of the WiFi Alliance Wi-Fi Multimedia (WMM) specification version 1.1.  The scope is specifically limited to harmonizing functionality addressed in the WMM specification and is not allowed to invalidate existing device compliance with 802.11e.”  In favor=19, Not in favor=6.  76% approval.

f. Continuing with same document, Bob O’Hara asked if the SG had any discussion on the Purpose of the Proposed Standard.

i. Bob asked for discussion on broad market potential.  There was no discussion.

ii. Bob asked for discussion on compatibility.  

1. Keith Amann: did Osama’s presentation on 802.1Q make compatibility an issue.  Bob: text in 802.1Q is informative.

2. David Hunter: 802.1Q is changing their spec.

3. Bob: there is no compatibility issue until 802.1Q changes their normative text.

iii. Bob asked for discussion on distinct identity.

1. James Yee (Marvell).  Do you intend to be specific about version of WMM Spec?

2. Andrew Myles: I don’t think in this paragraph there is a need to list specific WMM version.

3. Allan Thomson (affiliation Cisco Systems):  Why not just state compatibility with “all versions” [of WMM].  Andrew: it doesn’t make any difference.

4. Bob O’Hara: typed into document “existing versions of” [the WMM Spec].

iv. Bob asked for discussion on technical feasibility.  No discussion.

v. Bob asked for discussion on co-existence statement.  

1. David Hunter: is this between microwave ovens, etc?  Bob: this only applies to 802 devices.

vi. Bob asked for discussion on economic feasibility.

1. David Hunter: how do you merge two specs when IEEE 802 has no control over one of them?  Bob: per the scope statement, we will merge with 802.11e spec, not WMM spec.

g. James Yee: do we want to change the scope statement from v1.1 to “existing versions”.  Bob asked if Andrew Myles (as WFA BoD Chairperson) knew of any proposed changes to WMM Spec.  Andrew, I would be making a speculation; some [in WFA] want changes, some don’t.  Existing publicly available version is v1.1.

i. Andrew Myles: we should change the PAR in the future if a new version of the WMM Spec is published.  Keith Amman agreed.

h. Bob edited the document and arranged for new version 11-07/0029r4 to be uploaded to the server.  Bob requested a member of the SG to validate document is available on www.802wirelessworld.com; Clint Chaplin (affiliation Samsung) confirmed same.

6. Motion:  This was captured in document 11-07/0663r0.  Moved: to approve document 07/0029r4 as the PAR and Five Criteria for the QSE Study Group and forward to the Working Group for approval.  Moved by Andrew Myles (Cisco). Second: Keith Amann.  Discussion of the motion:

a. Bob Miller (affiliation AT&T): Spoke against the motion as it hasn’t been available on the server for a sufficiently long time.  Also, if language is not in WMM, does that mean 802.11e provisions will disappear?

b. Andrew Myles: I don’t believe there is any intent to affect HCCA.  Bob Miller: I have seen this language in unofficial documents, but not in official documents.  “Device Compliance” can be construed to mean that future devices could not be made compliant with the standard.  Keith Amann: goal of the language I added is to not do anything with HCCA.  Bob Miller: we are now all becoming lawyers.  We may naively write something we think we know what it means, but what happens if legal issues arise?  Would like specific text to not deprecate anything in the [802.11e] Spec.

c. Bob O’Hara.  My understanding of the scope statement aligns with your stated desires on HCCA.  My personal position is that I will support this interpretation to the EC.

d. Harry Worstell (affiliation AT&T): I’ve been down this path before.  If the language is not in there, it doesn’t count.

e. Bob O’Hara: would anyone not in favor of the motion/scope statement suggest a modification that would make them in favor of motion/scope?

i. Bob Miller proposed change to the scope statement as follows: “This amendment will align the Quality of Service specification developed as 802.11e and that of the WiFi Alliance Wi-Fi Multimedia (WMM) specification version 1.1.  The scope is specifically limited to harmonizing functionality addressed in the WMM specification and is not allowed to invalidate existing device compliance with 802.11e and will not deprecate any operational mode or feature introduced in 802.11e-2005”.
ii. Bob O’Hara asked for discussion on the new proposed scope:

iii. Keith Amann: how will we harmonize the standards without making changes to 802.11e?

iv. Mathilde Benveniste (affiliation Avaya Labs): WFA has only selected a few features of the 802.11e standard to certify.  There are many more features worthwhile preserving.

v. Suman Sharma (affiliation Intel): can we just limit this to HCCA?

vi. Bob Miller: deprecate means “discourage use of”  What is the IEEE meaning?  Bob O’Hara: IEEE definition means “that it is no longer part of the standard”.

vii. David Hunter: harmonizing functionality means that if something is left out of WMM then you would leave it out of the resulting merged document too.

viii. Keith Amann: Harmonizing means to “bring into agreement” (per Webster’s dictionary).  Scope statement limits harmonization to what is currently in WMM.

ix. Chris Hinz (Motorola): agrees with meaning of harmonization.  Thinks that last phrase may create some trouble.  I didn’t capture most of his statements.

x. Mike Montemurro (affiliation RIM): could this be tied back to the PICS of 802.11e and agree that we will remove any PICS items?  Bob O’Hara: the PICS only points back to clauses in the text, so if you change the text without changing the PICS, then you only change what conformance means.

xi. Bob O’Hara: trying to summarize discussion.  Goal of Bob Miller’s modification is to allow more in the final result than WMM specifies.  Bob Miller: expressed concern that signaling is properly interpreted by the network.  Bob O’Hara: can everyone read what’s in the scope to come to that conclusion?

xii. Partha Narson (affiliation Aruba Networks).  Didn’t capture his statement.

xiii. David Hunter: is a motion to amend on the floor?  Bob O’Hara: anyone object to making Bob Miller’s change to the scope change?  There is objection on the floor to this friendly amendment.

xiv. Keith Amann: move to call the question.  Seconded by Brian Hart (Cisco Systems).  Objections to calling the question.  Vote to call the question on the original motion (without Bob Miller’s amendment).  Motion to call the question fails: Y=12, N=11.

xv. Bob Miller: Move to amend as follows: to approve document 07/0029r4 adding to the scope statement the following clause: “and will not deprecate any operational mode or feature introduced in 802.11e-2005” as the PAR and Five Criteria for the QSE Study Group and forward to the Working Group for approval.  Mover: Bob Miller (AT&T).  Second: Mathilde Benveniste (Avaya Labs).  Y=23, N=2, A=3.  Motion passes.

1. Bob O’Hara requested limitation to discussion of 5 minutes.  There was objection from the floor to this limitation.

2. Andrew Myles: moved to call the question.  Second: Suman Sharma.  No objections from the floor to calling the question.

xvi. Back to Main Motion: to approve document 07/0029r4 adding to the scope statement the following clause: “and will not deprecate any operational mode or feature introduced in 802.11e-2005” as the PAR and Five Criteria for the QSE Study Group and forward to the Working Group for approval.  Mover: Andrew Myles (Cisco).  Second: Keith Amann (Polycom).  Y=23, N=6, A=4.  Motion passes.

1. Andrew Myles calls the question.  Seconded by Suman Sharma.  No objections from the floor to calling the question.

7. Bob O’Hara asked if there was AoB.  None was raised.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:54am.
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