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Abstract

This document describes the roadmap for implementation of the proposed 5GHz Global protocol. The roadmap specifies the phases, which lead us from the current situation of two competing standards to a one global protocol.

1.  Current situation 

Now, There are two published protocols that neither co-exist nor interoperate. The protocols are actually divided for two kinds of stations. The partitioning is caused because of the advantage of each protocol.

· 802.11a is much more simple and is adequate to Ethernet like stations.

· HiperLAN2 (HE) is QoS oriented and thou adequate for Multimedia.

2. Brief of the 5G Global proposal

Combining the best from two standards by dividing the time domain, dynamically, between 802.11a and HiperLAN2 devices. The division of the time between the devices (Ethernet like and Multimedia) is made by a new entity – ARB (Arbitrator).

An important issue is the simplicity of the convergence of the protocols. Another issue is to import only a simplified version of HiperLAN2 Home Environment. As a result we get co-existence and interoperability of stations from the two types, and at all environments: Home, Office, Public. 

For more detailed understanding, see the white paper.

3. Phases of implementation

a. Rational

For full interoperability there is a need that all stations (Multimedia and Ethernet) will be able to communicate. Currently, Several manufacturers are developing devices. These devices will support only one protocol, but we want to achieve co-existence and some interoperability with minimum development effort. For example: there is a need for laptop (Ethernet like device) to be able to connect in the home network (Multimedia).

b. The phases 

Phase
Scheduling
Coexistence
Interoperability

0
Current situation
No
No

1
Intermediate
Full
Partial

2
Final
Full
Full

a) Phase 1

The principle for this phase is minimum changes at the elements  (STAs, MTs, APs and so on).

The coexistence will be achieved by a partial ARB entity. This entity will split the time between the Ethernet like slice and the Multimedia slice.

The partial interoperability will be achieved by wire-line connection between the Ethernet like AP and Multimedia AP; these APs will do the bridging between the environments.
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Remarks:

· The ARB is partial because it doesn’t include a full AP mission, but only the control of the time slices.

· It possible to split this phase into two sub-phases:

· Phase 1.1 – The wireless net includes two separate APs, one for each environment. The APs won’t include any additions for what is needed for phase 0, except of ARB in one of them.

· Phase 1.2 – The same, but there will new AP, which include the missions of both environments APs – This is a full ARB.

b) Phase 2

The principle for this phase is one global wireless network. In this network there are a unified AP (U-AP) and two kinds of STA/MT:

· E-MT
A simple Ethernet like device, which supports only the Ethernet environment.

· U-MT
A full device that supports Multimedia and Ethernet.

Since U-MTs can talk to E-MTs, we get full interoperability.  
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4. Conclusions 

It is clear that future wireless LAN network will have to support advanced features, which are not currently part of 802.11 (QoS, DFS, TPC, SEC). It is also clear that both industry and customers need one global standard.

The work of upgrading the 802.11 (TGe, TGf), might solve the performance issues (at considerable complexity cost), but will leave us with 2 competing standards.

Trying to define, one global standard now, will take considerable time (may be even a year or so to publish this standard). At the mean time, products implemented according to existing standards will be distributed to the market, competing and may be even preventing the acceptance of the global standard.

The conclusion is obvious: We need one global standard, with a reasonable migration path, leading from each of the 2 existing standards, while enabling co-existence.   Making this decision now, will avoid confusion and un-certainty between vendors and users, while technical refinements should be worked out afterwards. We believe that our proposal meets these criteria.
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