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Context/Recap
IEEE 802 Plenary Tutorial on CTF

Administrative Follow Up Meeting on August 5

September 2, 2021 CTF: Discussing Next Steps 2



IEEE 802 Plenary Tutorial: Recap. (1)
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IEEE 802 Plenary Tutorial: Recap. (2)

September 2, 2021 CTF: Discussing Next Steps 4



IEEE 802 Plenary Tutorial: Recap. (3)
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IEEE 802 Plenary Tutorial: Recap. (4)
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Administrative Follow Up: Brief Recap
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Discussing Next Steps
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Discussing Next Steps: Topics
Based on the earlier work and associated discussions, it may be reasonable to 
distinguish between two topics, while working on both in 802 Nendica and with 
the WGs (IEEE WG 802.1 and IEEE WG 802.3)
• Model

There is an existing model spanning across IEEE Std 802.3 and IEEE 802.1 (MAC Service Interface, Pascal Code, 
[E]ISS, timing, etc.).

• Conformant implementations
Defined by the external visible behavior. This behavior can be derived from the elements of the model in IEEE 
802.1 and IEEE 802.3 Standards.

A way to work on these topics
• Identify questions

• Work on technical answers in 802 Nendica

• Ask questions to the WGs/experts from both WGs
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Discussing Next Steps: Questions
Some initial questions
• Q1: Where are the limits of conformant implementations/what would violate the 

standardized external visible behavior?:
• IEEE 802.1 conformant Bridge implementations appear to be no issue, at least if the behavior of CTF Bridges 

would be standardized in a new standalone IEEE 802.1 Standard (see earlier slides).

• IEEE 802.3 conformant MAC implementations appear to be in the focus.

• Q2: Is there need/interest in IEEE WG 802.1 and IEEE WG 802.3 to introduce a common 
model with support for CTF? 

• Q3: Could the CTF-Bridge behavior be specified in IEEE 802.1 …
• … based on 802.3 conformant implementations, and …

• without introducing ambiguity (compared to the already standardized Bridge behavior)?

• Q4: Assuming the answer to Q3 is TRUE, and the initial answer to Q2 is FALSE, is it possible to 
move forward towards standardizing CTF-Bridge behavior while permitting later addition of a 
common model if the answer to Q2 changes to TRUE?
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Thank you for your Attention!
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Questions, Opinions, Ideas?
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