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Introduction

John Fakatselis, Chair

Agenda Review

Roll Call

Keith Amman – Spectralink kamann@spectralink
Donald Bowan - AT&T 

Rita Caboian – Cisco

Cerard Cervello – Philips

Wim DIepstraten – Lucent wdiepstraten@lucent.com
Peter Ecclesine – Cisco petere@aimnet.com
John Fakatselis – Intersil jfakat01@intersil.com
Jason Flak – Dolby Laboratories jsf@dolby.com
Atul Garg – Philips atul.garg@philips.com
Amar Ghori – Sharewave aghori@sharewave.com
Tim Godfrey – Intersil tgodfrey@choicemicro.com
Steven Gray - Nokia, steven.gray@nokia.com
Evan Green – Intel evan.r.green@intel.com
Raju Gubbi – Sharewave raju.gubbi@sharewave.com
Dave Halasz  - Cisco dhala@cisco.com
Marten Hoeben – NWN maarten.hoeben@nwn.nl
Tom Krueger – Nextcom tkrueger@nextcomminc.com
Greg Parks – Sharewave greg.parks@sharewave.com
Daji Qiang – Philips

Matt Sherman  - AT&T mjsherman@att.com
Sid Schrum – Alantro

Amzad Sumro - Philips

Menzo Wentink – NWN menzo@nwn.com
Harry Worstell – AT&T hworstell@att.com
Wen-Ping Ying – NextComm wying@nextcomminc.com
Objectives

Task Group decided to hold 3 teleconferences to accelerate the agenda. 

AGENDA:

(2hrs. Total)

1.
(10 min)
Roll Call

2.
( 5 min)
Teleconference overview / goals

3.
(30 min) 
Report from evaluation criteria group and discussion (Greg Parks)

4.
(30 min) 
Report from simulation group and discussion (Evan Green)

5.
(20 min) 
Report from requirements group and discussion (Tim Godfrey)

6.
(10 min)
Radio Link Control Sublayer (Peter Ecclesine)

7.
(15 min) 
Next teleconference goals.

This is an Ad Hoc Group. No voting or decisions can be made. This is to prepare everyone with information on the topics. We will be ready to make motions in July.

The minutes will be published on the reflector tomorrow.

Agenda accepted without objection

No additional items to discuss.

Evaluation Metrics and Criteria Group Report

Presented by Greg Parks

Developing source model for the home and for the enterprise

A different number of voice channels for each. 3 for the home, 5 for the enterprise.

Defined types of traffic 2/3 64 byte packets, 20% 1500 bytes, remaining bandwidth random distribution.

Open issue – is an MPEG model required?

The meaning of loading – 50% rate and 85% rate, based on total airtime available occupancy.

Traffic model of the internet. <http://www.caida.org>

Next conference call scheduled for next Tuesday.

Evaluation Metrics and Criteria Group - Discussion

Clarification of loading model – what PHY rate? It applies for each PHY rate being used. 

What is to be filled in boxes across the X axis? We have not applied priorities yet. The may be removed. It is possible to put a priority or weighting of how important the simulation of that property would be on that axis

In terms of evaluation criteria, we are looking at throughput, delay. Have we looked at packetization requirements – a certain packet size vs delay? Number 8 in the paper, is where packet size is associated with traffic models. 

When do we look at the total number of nodes? It is under section 3, topological models. 1 AP two 2 terminals. Larger configurations can be added. Peter believes that the simple 1 AP, 2 STA will show the performance of the MAC sufficiently.

How are these traffic models tied to “legacy” internet (IE backbone vs users)? DIDA is the backbone of the internet. That may not be a valid model for home and/or multimedia uses.

Network loading – is the 50% or 85% to include or exclude collisions? It includes energy in the air with all overheads. Comment – then 50% and 85% should not include collision 

We need a metric to evaluate actual MAC throughput given a specific utilization of the  available air bandwidth.  

John – is this document getting close to being a complete set of criteria, or are there areas that have not been addressed yet that are needed?

The categories are there, but more detail is needed – more will be done next week. 

Which categories need more work? Channel model and air model. They will come from the simulation group.

Overlapped BSS needs to be added. (this is related to the channel model)

Harry Worstell – remember to get document numbers for all groups. 

John – any action items for the group? None. Any further discussion? None. Any new volunteers for this group? None.

Simulation Group - Report

Presented by Evan Green

Meeting with seven people in Atlanta (Intel, Sharewave, Cisco, AT&T, Philips)

Meeting notes have been posted

Standardized tools – OpNet

Two different 802.11 models, chose OpNet’s versus Virginia Tech, despite significant problems.

OpNet is responding very well in fixing bugs in the model. 

Working on methods of how to share code.

Discussing the air model today. (916-356-9200  resv 6-234951 passcode 2796994)

OpNet has been very supportive.

Intel is hosting this meeting in Atlanta.

Simulation Group - Discussion

Will the OpNet model be made available to the committee in general? It has been discussed, and we have clearance to share within 802.11, but OpNet makes sure that their software doesn’t get shared.

The group will publish results, but exact details of sharing have not been worked out.

Is the model the existing 802.11 MAC, or also including the new additions? Each proposal will add to the base model.

The shared model will be the base 802.11 and supporting tools.

Any suggestions to the Simulation group? Wim will call in later to discuss overlapping BSS.

John – does the simulation team see any problem implementing the evaluation criteria? They have not looked at it in detail yet. OpNet works on statistics wires. Channel occupancy might not match the OpNet mechanisms. There may be some differences. 

The groups need to coordinate.

We need to put coordination on the agenda, but it is still to early. We will check on progress at next teleconference.

No more questions or comments.

Any new volunteers for simulation group? No

Requirements Group – Report

Presented by Tim Godfrey

The TGe Ad Hoc requirements group has generated a draft requirements document, 00/137. This document started as the consolidation of documents 00/65, 00/119, and 00/130. We have accepted input by email, and we held a teleconference, and received additional input. The current revision is 137r2, which was distributed on the reflector.

Requirements Group - Discussion

Higher layers – discussion of whether any support for IAPP can be put into the TGe requirements. 

May be a violation charter and PAR

Load Balancing – perhaps that should be one of the requirements. A mechanism to provide load balancing information. This could be done totally within the BSS. 

Move load balancing from Higher Layers to General MAC requirements

Open issue on terminal assisted handoff – can it be included as a requirement.

Power save – is this a good place to clean it up? Clarify PSD operation. Vendors who implement PSD switch between CAM and PSD on the fly. Does it make sense to address this interoperability issue? 

Regarding the implementation of the current WEP, do we want to bring up attacks that can be made? Do we need a specific requirement regarding closing existing vulnerabilities.  

Agenda for next meeting – assessment of impact of requirements on simulation.

Greg – concern regarding security requirements are not amenable to simulation of performance requirements. 

We need another way to evaluate these, by review or inspection. 

Anyone to join requirements group – SId Schurm, Atul Garg, Jason Flack, Steve Gray, 

Radio Link Control Sublayer

Presented by Peter Ecclesine

Input from cellular carriers with different handover and frequency selection procedures.

Question for Wim and Lucent – working in 802.11a and concerned with CEPT requirements – could you submit a request for information on implementation of dynamic frequency selection?

Could we develop a fast FFT to asses 200MHz of spectrum for unused bandwidth?

Why wouldn’t RSSI based on preamble help? This is for interferers, not other APs. 

The front end is still limited to 20MHz so scanning would be needed.

We are looking to take Hiperlan 5.2.2. DFS protocol and cast it into things that are request-able above the MAC.

In a DS centric world, can we gather occupancy information in sub-millisecond time frames?

You are looking for an interface specification to read this information out of the MAC.

Action Item – Peter will propose something on this on reflector.

We need a requirements statement to reflect this intent.

Sid Schrum to help Peter on this topic.

Conclusion

Summary of current status

Reminder to publish interim document on reflector

Next conference June 22, at the same time.

We will have the same agenda

Can we make the agenda part of the minutes. Yes.

Same agenda to be maintained for next teleconference, with no objections.

Next Teleconference Agenda (June 22) 

AGENDA: (2hrs. Total)

1.
(10 min)
Roll Call

2.
( 5 min)
Teleconference overview / goals

3.
(30 min) 
Report from evaluation criteria group and discussion (Greg Parks)

4.
(30 min) 
Report from simulation group and discussion (Evan Green)

5.
(20 min) 
Report from requirements group and discussion (Tim Godfrey)

6.
(10 min)
Radio Link Control Sublayer (Peter Ecclesine)

7.
(15 min) 
Next teleconference goals.

Adjourn
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