10 May 1991

TO: Members of AARNet Advisory Board

SUBJECT: Development Grants

The report from Robin Erskine indicates a minority view
(attributable to me). I therefore should explain my
differences.

As background, 1 should mention that my belief was and is
that the long range aim of AARNet was to conform with OSI
standards but as an interim move IP would provide a practical
transport mechanism. Indeed, our earlier minutes record
and approve this approach. Thus, I support and indeed the
Board should support the ISODE (the I1SO Development Environ-
ment) which is to provide a useful transition path between
two protocols. The attached extract from the ISO Development
Environment User Manual (Marshall T Rose, March 9 1991)
is a relevant summary of the extreme positions, although
I should be quick to point out that the positions of the
committee members would not stand rigid at either extreme.
Nevertheless, I would be influenced more by movement to
0S1 and international standards and, therefore, I would
place a greater emphasis on such projects as X.25 (packet
switching) and X.400 (E-mail), i.e. in the same way as I
supported X.500 (Directory 8ervices). I believe the X.,25
and X.400 projects should go ahead. Perhaps we c¢ould do
as we did with the Directory Services project and involve
more than one university.

Another point of difference relates to the view that AARNet
should not fund what other members of the committee referred
to as Research Projects. In particular, the packeting of
video and audio information from conferences or lectures
for transmission over AARNet. Any argument about "development"
projects and "research" projects is not relevant. What
does matter is that the most important future applications
over AARNet will use multi-media presentation technologies.
This experimental project coffered by the University of Sydney
is essential for our better understanding of the problem
and hopefully enable demonstration of the value of the
product as well as the implementation of pilot systems.
The people who are to work on the project should ensure
a good outcome from this project.



2.

There would appear to be a view (perhaps not strongly held
by the majority) that we should await the commercial avail-
ability of products before we do anything at all within
AARNet. I certainly agree that product oifferings through
AARNet should be for testied and approved products. We must,
however, maintain and enhance our technical abilities to
assess and implement products and be able to contribute,
albeit slightly, to the worldwide development groups.

The original idea of the grants was to maintain the expert
groups in the member installations working on approved

projects rather than build up a large central group. I
am sure Geoff Huston would be the first to agree that the
smooth installation and operation of AARNet has a great
deal to do with the quality of the networking staff at key
sites. The future strength of AARNet and its ability to
react to emerging needs 1in international standards, new
applications and diversity in user needs and traffic will
depend on the depth of its technical strength. The project
grants should be used to develop this technical support
throughout member sites of AARNet.

Thus, it can be appreciated that I am not in favour of any
reduction of the project grant fund. At the last meeting
of the Board, it was mentioned that the committee should
be more active in suggesting areas of development that would
be strategic to the future of AARNet. Unfortunately, this
did not occur but I hope the Advisory Board will give us
a chance to come up with relevant projects (e.g. in the
area of network management including emerging international
standards) for which sites can bid before we close the gate
and reduce the fund.

Alan W Coulter




