May 2000

doc,: IEEE802.11-00/148

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

Meeting Notes ad-hoc QoS Simulation

Date:
June 8, 2000

Author:
Evan R. Green,

Intel Architecture Labs - Communications Architecture

+1 (503) 264-8456 FAX +1 (503) 264-3483

e-Mail: Evan.R.Green@Intel.com

Agenda

9:00
Roll call, Agenda review/update

9:30
Review priorities and discuss who is willing to do what

10:30
Prepare report for TGe con call

11:00
Opnet model structure and issues with it

11:30
Lunch break

13:00
TGe conference call

15:00
Break

15:15
Error model discussion

15:30
Working session with computers to review structure of Opnet model

Late
Done
Attending

· In Person:

· Matt Sherman, AT&T labs

· Evan Green, Intel

· Shantanu Kangude, Intel

· Dave Halasz, Cisco

· Rita Chobani, Cisco

· Greg Parks, Sharewave

· Raju Gubbi, Sharewave

· On the phone:

· Wim Diepstraten, Lucent 

· Jason Flaks, Dolby

· Two people from Opnet (get full names from Matt) Pradeep? Psingh@opnet.com, umoral@opnet.com
· Gerard Cervello, Philips

· Daji Qiao, Philips

· Amjad Soomro, Philips

Prioritization of features:

The feature list begun in the last meeting was reviewed and the priorities were averaged. The features were grouped into three categories in an attempt to identify feature sets divided along logical lines that could possibly be worked on independently. Below are the top two categories. Full details of the feature list will be published later.

Level
Feature

Class A: Most Important

Average priority of 1.5 or lower
2.2 Beacon Transmission

2.3 CF Conformance

2.1 Backoff issue

3.x PCF

5.4 low latency real time

5.5 Bursty 

5.6 Asynch traffic

5.7 high latency real time

Class B: (1.5  to 2.67)
1.1 PLCP Header

1.2 Control frame size

1.3 Ctl Frame rate

1.5 DCF or PCF nodes

4.2 Channel model 802.11b

4.3 same for 802.11a

4.5 Rate changing

4.6 Overlapping BSS

5.1 MPEG1/2

5.2 MP3

5.3 Voice channels

5.8 Traffic mix

6.1 TCP/IP Interfaces

6.2 UDP inter

6.3 RSVP

6.5 SBM

8.1 Basic frame structure

8.2 Polling routine

Class C: (2.67 and above)


Contributions:
The logical groups of features that emerged were discussed and people volunteered to contribute work on them to our collective effort. Here is the list of contributors:

Contributor
Feature Group

Matt

AT&T Labs
· PCF w/ partial beacon

· CF conformance

AT&T Labs requires and NDA until such time as their MediaPlex simulation is ready – Send him your NDA form if you want this

Opnet

Opnet did not actually participate in this discussion, but we believe they will handle this
· Fix all problems where their model is non conformant to 802.11 spec

Raju, Greg,

Sharewave
· Channel model for the home (4),

· Source model (5), 

· Working with Lucent and Opnet to find best way to simulate overlapping BSS

Evan, Shantanu,

Intel
· Channel model for enterprise (4),

· Source model (5),

· Overall simulation scenarios using input from Evaluation / Metrics ad-hoc group (Greg Parks)

Rita, Dave

Cisco DSBU
Model verification,

· DCF using existing model,

· PCF using Matt’s model

Gerard, Amjad, Daji

Philips
· Add PLCP Header (1.1),

· Change from FH to DS PHY (1.4),

· Section  4.1 Physical delay,

· IEEE 1394 (6.6),

· Work with Sharewave and Lucent on overlapping BSS

Wim Diepstraten

Lucent
· Overlapping BSS simulation (not in Opnet),

· Work with Sharewave and Opnet on best way to simulate

References to feature list section numbers are enclosed in( )

Error model and overlapping BSS discussion:

The consensus is that overlapping BSS should be treated as a separate subject from channel model. It may turn out that simulating some of the effects of overlapping BSS may be done in the channel model, such as co-channel interference. But this may not be the correct place to implement simulations where AP’s coordinate their use of the medium as required to meet QoS needs.

Restructure discussion:

We discussed the possibility of restructuring the Opnet  model to make it easier to add the new features. The concern centered on the use of fields and structures with the current implementation introducing packet size errors. Opnet was on the phone and suggested that there may be an easier way to fix the size error using a function call to set the packet size.

After much flip flopping the consensus reached is: Not to pursue the major overhaul now but focus on getting model up and running quickly.  Question: what impact is the extra 6 bytes? For small packets the error introduced could be as high as 10%. 

Version management:

Matt asked Opnet to assist with version management. Opnet uses the clearcase tool but believes it would not be useful to share code among companies. Pradeep is willing to create an FTP site where we could share code. We should use our email list to notify of updates. It was suggested that we perform periodic merges of contributed code to resolve any integration problems. Perhaps we would have a directory tree that separates tested versions from individual contributions.

Issues with existing model:

Gerard went over the problems they have found with the Opnet model. Opnet agrees and has fixed them. They plan to release the fixes this month possibly June 14. Opnet agrees that the more items they implement the less trouble the contributors will have merging their work. 
Summary and recap

Action Items:

AR: All, read Evaluation Metrics and Criteria document sent out by Evaluation ad-hoc group (Greg Parks)

AR: All, read document 137r2 QoS Requirements from Tim Godfrey

AR: Rita, ask Opnet to attend next meeting and provide some solutions to code sharing.

Tentative agenda for next meeting:

Conference call, Wed June 14, 10AM PDT

1) Progress report on contributions

2) Review Evaluation Metrics and Criteria document and coordinate with that team

a) Is it possible to simulate?

3) Review Requirements document (137r2) from Tim Godfrey

4) Code sharing details discussion

5) Need a secretary

a) 802.11 has requested that we keep formal minutes
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