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Abstract

Minutes of WNG SC meetings held during the IEEE 802 Interim meeting in Garden Grove, CA from May 9-14, 2004.

1. Executive Summary:

1. WAVE Briefing: focusing on the amendment versus standalone issue

2. Access Point Functions and Behaviors: requesting the formation of a Study Group

3. Wireless Operation in Shared and Unlicensed Bands.

Morning Session Monday 10:30-12:30

2. Logistics

WNG Meeting called to order by TK Tan (Philips) at 10:30.
The objectives of the session were reviewed.

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.

There are 4 sessions this time, 2 on Monday 10th March 2004 and 2 on Thursday 12th March 2004.

The agenda was reviewed (509r1), no updates were required.

The minutes from the Orlando 2004 meeting (431r0) were reviewed.  TK requested an update on the status of the evolution of IEEE802.11 issues discussed at the previous meeting.  Peter Ecclesine mentioned new FCC regulations allowing wireless network operation in TV bands, and discussed issues of co-existence (see presentation 618r1).

There was no discussion on the minutes and no objection to approve as presented; minutes approved unanimously
3. WAVE Briefing

The WAVE Study Group wished to further discuss some of the issues raised at the previous meeting with regard to whether the output of the group should be an amendment or a recommended practice.

3.1. WAVE Interface Briefing: 115r0, Lee Armstrong

The purpose of this briefing was to cover the discussions carried out within WAVE that should perhaps be addressed at future WNG meetings.  At the last session, the question about whether WAVE should be a standalone or an amendment was raised, and this series of presentations were intended to respond to some of the issues raised.

The market requirements driving WAVE were highlighted, for example, it is expected that this technology will ultimately be integrated into all cars, and there is an initiative within the US to install APs in all lampposts.

At the last meeting in Orlando, presentation 348r0 questioned the best format for the output of this group.  Question to WNG, when launching new study groups, how should the decision as to whether the new SG should produce a PAR for an amendment or a standalone be made?  

3.2. WAVE standardization for 802.11: 541r0, John Rosdahl

The presentation addressed three main questions:

1. Is there enough support for WAVE to go forward?

10 companies have expressed their support in letters to IEEE802.11

2. The IEEE802.11 documentation is felt to be collapsing by some members of the group

Would WAVE be the straw that broke the camels back?

3. Therefore, should WAVE be a standalone as opposed to an amendment?

Question from the floor: in the letters of support, did anyone express a preference on the standalone versus amendment issue?

Answer: no preference was expressed; the letters are available if anyone would like to view a copy.

Andrew Myles requested that it be noted that as an IEEE 802.11 member he fully supports WAVE standards within IEEE802.11.  The issue raised about documentation maintenance is not solely related to WAVE, but WAVE has the opportunity to separate their work away from this documentation issue by going for a standalone.

Comment from the floor: the work undertaken by WAVE does require many additional features to be added to the IEEE 802.11 standard, this argues that a standalone may be better as it might be hard to retrofit all these functional requirements onto the existing standard, don’t want WAVE to be constrained.

Comment from the floor: if you look at the 802.3 document structure, they have a sequence of MAC/PHY standard covering three eras, base, Gig and 10Gig.  Same thing would be good for 802.11; present documentation structure is not going to scale to all future architectures.

It was suggested that this issue was brought before WNG for information, and that maybe the rest of this discussion should take place within WAVE.

Comments from the floor indicated that actually this wasn’t a WAVE only topic, some aspects are particular to WAVE, but the general issue should be brought before the WG.

Comment from the floor: WAVE does seem to be addressing a different application space than that traditionally considered within IEEE802.11.

Lee Armstrong wished to make it clear that WAVE is not intending to only reuse bits of the existing specification, the SG do view this as an amendment and are not “throwing out” any of the existing 802.11 features, all mechanisms are in addition to, not instead of.

TK thanked the group for a good discussion, noting that this discussion would continue within WAVE meetings during the week.

Session recessed.

Afternoon Session Monday 10th May 2004, 13:30-15:30

TK welcomed the group, and outlined the objectives of the afternoon session.  The objectives were to discuss AP functions and behaviors, with four presentations being made on this issue as part of this session.

4. Access Point Architecture Issues

4.1. AP Functional Needs of CAPWAP: 544r0, Mahalingam Mani

The presentation focused on how IEEE802.11 needs to help develop AP architecture to support more manageable networks.  Traditional APs only have a local view of an area, and many benefits can be gained by introducing more of a centralized model, such as neighbor awareness.  The presentation also covered the status of work within the IETF, and the planned IETF/IEEE liaison.

4.2. WLAN Mesh in CAPWAP: 527r0, Tyan-Shu Jou

The presentation introduced the concept that an ESS Mesh with a centralized controller may also help with management issues, and outlined a multi-tier split architecture of ESS Mesh networks.

Question from the floor: are you splitting both data and control plane

Response: Yes, data and control plane are both split.

The main concept that the presenter wished to be noted was that when splitting AP functionality, ought to bear in mind that in future you may want to split into more than two tiers.

4.3. Thoughts on AP functional descriptions: 481r3, L. Lily Yang

Presentation discussed how the AP could be decomposed into a number of logical functions that could then be mapped onto an architecture/physical entities.  The mapping of the logical components onto physical devices was suggested to be out of scope of IEEE 802.11, and would be more within the remit of IETF.  However, IEEE802.11 needs to provide the logical components first.

Comment from floor: I have some concerns about the CAPWAP approach, it is possible to define this logical decomposition, but would it result is something that could it actually be implemented?  Would it be better to wait and see which AP/AC split solutions win in the market place, and in that case a SG would be academic.  Architectures need to be developed iteratively, absorbing issues found as part of implementation.  This doesn’t seem possible in the approach as presented here.  In addition, any results from this work would effectively be telling some AP vendors that their current implementation is wrong.

Comment from the floor: with everything there is a time for markets to decide things, and there is a time for standardization.  On this issue, it seems that this is the time for standardization.

4.4. The need for an AP functional description: 540r0, Darwin Engwer

Discussed why an AP description group is needed to develop some more informative material on APs. This information could be part of an informative annex in the IEEE802.11 standard, and would promote better AP designs and improved interoperability.

Comments from the floor: it maybe easy to define this split for data path components, but it may be non-trivial for the control plane aspects, which have tight time constraints etc

IEEE802.1 shouldn’t have to provide a “beginners guide” to other groups.

A straw poll was carried out to gauge opinion on whether a Study Group should be formed.

Result: 26, 1, 9

Show of hands was requested from those people who would be willing to work on this issue.

Result: 16

Question from the floor: is there another procedure we could go through to make these changes without having to form a SG then a TG etc.  Could this work be done via 802.11m?

Reply from Bob O’Hara: this work falls within the mandate of 802.11m, but it would still need a lot of discussion.

Group recessed.

Morning Session, Thursday 13th May 2004,  8:00-10:00

Meeting called to order at 08:13

5. Access Point Architecture Motion: 509r1

Following on from the last session on Monday, a formal motion was raised for the formation of a Study Group to address the AP function and behavior issue.

Original motion: “Move that the WNG SC recommends that the 802.11 Working Group form a Study Group to create a PAR and 5 criteria to from form anew Task Group that will describe the Access Point functions and behaviors”

Discussion:

Stephen McCann spoke in favor of the motion, since he feels that this activity is overdue within 802.11, and it is essential that a good clear definition of Access Points are available, as this may go some way to starting an architecture definition document that 802.11 is missing.  It is an important aspect to support work ongoing in new SGs such as WNM, WIEN and FR.

Request to carry out some word smithing on the Motion, seems to constrain the SG to only developing a PAR and 5C.

Motion reworded to “Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 working group form a Study Group to determine how to describe Access Point functions and behaviors with the intent to create a PAR and 5 criteria to form a new Task Group.”

Moved by: Darwin Engwer

Seconded by: Colin Lanzl

Discussion:

Question from floor: when the Study Group is formed, what would be its first couple of action items?

Darwin Engwer displayed presentation 604r0 for those members not at the meeting on Monday.  This document lists the areas that the SG would investigate, such as description of portal function, ESS and DSS…Expressed the view that this information would best be captured as an informative annex to the current standard. It is information that is well understood by many people, but it needs to be official from IEEE 802.11.

Request to somehow reflect this information in the motion.  This suggestion was adopted as a friendly amendment to the motion, by inserting a reference into the motion referring to document 604r0.

Final motion reads: “Move that the WNG SC recommends that the IEEE 802.11 working group form a Study Group to determine how to describe Access Point functions and behaviors (ref 11-04/604r0) with the intent to create a PAR and 5 criteria to form a new Task Group.”

Result: 45, 0, 5

Session recessed

Evening Session, Thursday 13th May 2004,  19.30 – 21.30

6. Wireless Operation in Shared and Unlicensed Bands

6.1. Wireless Network Operation in the TV Bands: 618r1, Barry O’Mahony

6.2. Spectrum Etiquette Rules for Shared and Unlicensed Bands (18-04-0018), Stefan Mangold

Session adjourned.
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