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 Tony Jeffree:
Vivek -

I have significant problems with this draft PAR, some of which cannot be fixed simply by

changing the wording of the draft.

Firstly, the PAR reads like a charter for the working group to boil the ocean. The problem

that the PAR offers to solve is large, multi-faceted, complex, and will inevitably involve

expertise across the breadth of 802 technologies, as well as expertise in the political

and regulatory issues surrounding this area, and the ways in which they interact with the

technical solutions. A PAR is a charter to write a single standard; given the scope of the

problem, I don't believe that the solution is going to consist of a single document;

neither do I believe that the set of documents that would eventually be needed will be

possible to write within a single working group. So, in short, the scope of the project is

way too broad, and is consequently unlikely to be achievable in any realistic timeframe. A

starting point that might have some chance of success would be to develop an architecture

for emergency services support across 802; a competently written architecture can (and

should) inform the set of documents that are needed in order to address the technology

issues, and how they relate to each other. However, that is not what this draft PAR

proposes.

Secondly, the subject matter of the PAR has no relationship to the current charter of the

802.21 WG. Simply changing the 802.21 charter to make it "fit" is not, in my view, the

correct solution here; past experience during the development of the existing 802.21

standard gives me no confidence either in 802.21's will to develop truly cross-802

standards or its ability to do so. I believe that the answer to 802.1's charter issues is

simple; if you are done doing work on the subject matter of your original standard, then

it is time you did the right thing and closed down the WG, rather than starting unrelated

work. If there are further topic areas that your members desire to work on, and that are

not a good fit with your current charter, then the right thing to do is to create one or

more EC study groups to look at those topics and determine, on an 802-wide basis, how they

should be tackled. That way, we stand a better chance of getting participation in the

process by interested parties across 802, and less chance of the activity becoming either

wireline or wireless centric. Once each EC study group has done its job, the EC will get

to determine where any work that is proposed should best be done, and whether there is a

need to create a new WG to tackle it.

So, I will oppose the approval of this PAR on Friday. I will also oppose any change to

802.21's charter beyond the subject matter of its existing standard and approved projects.

I would, however, support the establishment of an EC study group to study what (if

anything) 802 should do about emergency services, should anyone choose to propose forming

one.

Regards,

Tony

From James Glib

Dear Vivek and 802.21 members

I agree that the scope of the PAR appears to be very broad.  Some of the

issues are:

 1) Determining what is required for complaince with all regulatory

requirements for emergency services in all regulatory regions would be a

daunting project in itself.

 2) The project would need to define the mechanisms to support

compliance for every 802 MAC/PHY combination, which would be a

challenging task.

For 1) the best answer may be to explicitly limit the scope to a few

specific regulatory documents.

Since the project does not define a new MAC/PHY, it would seem to be

describing LLC functionality.

My suggestion in the 802.11 meeting for reviewing PARs was that the PAR

should define the services and interfaces that at MAC/PHY needs to

provide in order to support emergency services.  These would be

expressed in terms of MACs/PHYs (e.g., throughput, data rate, latency,

etc.) with control methods (e.g., MAC SAP or MLME SAP).  Then you would

need to define interface requirements at the LLC to Layer 3 interface so

that the higher layers could enable emergency services when required.

However, that description reads like a PAR scope for 802.1, not 802.21.

I think supporting emergency services over our networking protocols is a

good idea.  However, the first step may be to define the architecture,

as Tony suggests.

Regardless of the group that proposes this PAR, I think that the EC

should consider which group is the best home for this work based on the

scope.

Thanks

James Gilb

802 EC Recording Secretary

From 802.11 WG

Hello 802 EC!!

802.11 WG has prepared a document containing feedback to the proposed PARs under consideration this week.

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/09/11-09-0778-01-0000-feedback-on-new-wg-pars-from-wg11-for-july-plenary.ppt
Hard copies of the particular slides for 802.1 and 802.21 have been put in the respective WG chair's folders. 

Regards,

Jon Rosdahl

802.11 WG Vice-Chair

From 802.3 WG

At its opening plenary on Monday, July 13, 2009, 802.3 chartered an ad hoc to provide the critique of the proposed P802.21.1 PAR (Standard for Support of Emergency Services in IEEE 802  Local and Metropolitan Area Networks). The following is the output of that ad hoc. It is being provided to 802.21 as the input from 802.3 as their input as due Tuesday by 5:00 PM.
Geoff Thompson, Ad Hoc Chair

5.2 Scope of Proposed Standard: 

This standard will define mechanisms that support compliance within IEEE 802 to civil authority requirements for local and national emergency services such as citizen-to-authority (e.g. packet data encoded 911/112 calls), authority-to-citizen (e.g. emergency alert broadcasts for weather or tsunami) and authority-to-authority (e.g. priority override).

This project does not propose a new MAC and PHY. 



Scope criticisms

· The proposed scope statement does not sufficiently define the term "civil authority requirements..."
Such requirements should be defined and available for reference before the PAR is presented for approval. 

· The proposed scope statement does not discuss what interfaces it will work to with respect to higher layers 

· The proposed scope statement does not state that it will confine its work to the layers that are within the scope of 802. 

· The proposed scope statement does not state whether or not it will require changes to existing MACs or MAC service interfaces. 

· The proposed scope statement does not state whether or not it will work with the existing installed base of hardware. 

· 802.1 is not listed as a stakeholder. In many implementations the higher layers have no access to the MAC without going through an 802.1 layer. 

Each of these points must be addressed and resolved before such a PAR (which is attempting to stake out a new scope area) is acceptable for consideration.

5.3 Is the completion of this standard is dependent upon the completion of another standard: No 
If yes, please explain: 

5.3 criticisms
We can't imagine that this is true given the breadth of the scope as currently presented, unless it is the intention to go all the way to the user interface. That would be a violation of 802 scope. 

This proposed standard has to do one of three things:

1. Work to existing interfaces. Ifso then they should be specified. 

2. Depend on new interfaces currently being specified. Ifso then the answer to this question is yes and that work needs to be cited 

3. The work will specify new interfaces that the rest of industry will have to accept. That needs to be stated 

5.4 Purpose of Proposed Standard: 
The purpose of this standard is to define and specify across IEEE 802 technologies: emergency calling transport functions to support compliance to civil authority requirements, including support of the ‘Next Generation E911’ emergency services functionality; to support compliance to Emergency Alert Broadcast; and to support Authority to Authority requirements.

5.4 criticisms
We believe that the words "transport functions" refers to the standardized reference "Transport Layer".
That layer is outside the 802 scope and expertise. 

5.5 Need for the Project: 
The emergence and rapid growth in the use of packet based voice calling has reduced the effectiveness of emergency calling functionality compared to that typically achieved by the traditional wireline and cellular telecom networks. This standard will provide the underlying transport (PHY and MAC) layer functionality to achieve parity with traditional emergency service transport functions. This project will also satisfy regulatory requirements for support of data encoded emergency calls (e.g. VoIP sessions) for IEEE 802 technologies. In addition, Emergency Alert Broadcasts have become increasingly important and the growth in usage of 802 based services as either a primary or only network access for users provides a need to develop a consistent means of distributing Emergency Alerts on 802 technologies.


5.5 criticisms
It is clear that government and emergency services agencies have expressed a need for a coordinated set of standards to address this area of concern. It is obvious that 802 can not do the entire job. This PAR does not describe what piece it is appropriate for 802 to do and how that piece will fit into the overall picture. 

5.6 Stakeholders for the Standard: 
Emergency Service authorities and government agencies (e.g. NENA, and the equivalent bodies in ROW); IETF; other telecom, cellular and emergency services standards development organizations (e.g. IETF, 3GPP). Within IEEE 802, the expected stake holders will be 802.3, 802.11, 802.16, 802.20 and 802.22 as potential transport alternatives and 802.21 for related handover development.

5.6 criticisms
The term "transport alternative" is probably a bad choice of words, see above.
We can not imagine that 802.1 is not a stakeholder in this proposed standard. They are not shown as such.


The responses to question 7.1 are inconsistent and unsatisfactory. This question needs to be addressed correctly.

8.1    Given the vast new areas that this project intends to address, we strongly believe that substantial further explanation is appropriate.

We have not reviewed the submitted 5 Criteria at this point but we strongly feel that the 5 Criteria need to be reviewed and approved in detail across all 802.

We do not feel that this effort is ready to commence a standards project at this time. 
A more appropriate effort would be an EC Study Group to define:
· The interfaces that an 802 project would work to 

· The precise services that an 802 project would provide in order to make E911 services possible via 802 

· What specific (non conflicting) set of requirements the project would work to 

· What changes would be required to existing 802 standards to satisfy the new project 

· Whether the 802 project would be a standard, guide or recommended practice.

From 802.16 WG

Vivek,

I would like to bring to your attention comments that the 802.16  

Working Group submitted in March regarding a prior version of this  

draft PAR:


<http://ieee802.org/16/docs/09/80216-09_0017.pdf>

It appears that some of these comments have not been fully addressed  

in the current proposal. Perhaps you could take another look at the  

March comments.

Regards,

Roger
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