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Abstract

Minutes of the 802.11 IETF Ad-Hoc Committee CAPWAP Review teleconference held April 20th, 2004.
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Tuesday, April 20, 2004
9:00am Pacific Time
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, April 20, 2004 at 9:00 am Pacific time.

Chair: Dorothy Stanley
Secretary: Frank Ciotti

Agenda discussion - Proposed Agenda:

· Meeting Called to Order

· Roll Call of members

· Approve minutes of the last conference call

· Review Scope/Deliverable 

· CAPWAP taxonomy document status 

Draft 2 - http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-capwap-arch-02.txt
· Overall Comments; Comments received to date

· Adjourn
Chair: Any Objection to approving the agenda?

None

Agenda Approved

Minutes Approval

Minutes from previous conference call (April 6, 2004 - doc 04/445) approved.
Review of Scope and Deliverable

Our task is to review and comment on the CAPWAP Taxonomy draft on behalf of IEEE 802.11WG.  Draft 2 of the Taxonomy document is now available.
Dorothy has received one set of comments back on Draft 2 from Clint.  Are there any additional comments we can discuss today?  None offered.
Comment: In the section on security, only privacy is mentioned.  This should be modified to be in-line with TGi.  I will submit my comments in the template for the next meeting.
Dorothy: What is the scope of our comments?  I don’t believe they are asking for editorial comments, only technical.

Comment: Most of the comments Clint submitted are non-technical.  Clint would like to review the draft further for technical detail.
Comment: There is no conclusion to this document.
Comment: There is not supposed to be.  This is simply a definition of the current architectures.

Comment: They did not give an example of functional interfaces.  For example, there is no example of an interface between a remote MAC and PHY.  I would like to see this added.
Dorothy: Figure 9 lists interfaces and where they are implemented.
Comment: The AP architecture is not well documented in 802.11, and this allows vendors to build APs in a variety of proprietary ways.  What is the purpose of this document?
Comment: To allow interoperability between the various AP components.  It does not imply there is no room for differentiation.
Comment: This is similar to the work done by TGf for IAPP.
Comment: I feel this document does a good job on defining the various architectures, which layer quite nicely.
Dorothy: It would be nice to make of few general comments on the document (e.g. utility) in addition to the technical comments.
Comment: One general comment is that the draft does a good job of describing the existing architectures and proving there is room for standardization.   There is regularity that becomes apparent.
Comment: I feel the document is too long.  The survey should be removed and document pared down to 3 pages.
Comment: I disagree.
Dorothy: This document is not a forward-looking document, but rather one that documents what is being done today.
Comment: I don’t understand why the IEEE feels it is important that we comment on vendor’s proprietary architectures.  The IEEE should be working on a standard architecture.
Comment: I thought the IETF’s charter was to define the AP architecture.
Comment: At the previous WNG meeting, there was a vote to define the AP architecture that was well supported.
Dorothy: From an 802.11 perspective, do we feel the AP functionality in the standard is well enough specified?
Comment: If that means can vendors build interoperable solutions, then there is proof that the answer is yes.
Comment: For over the air protocol, yes.  However, for error codes as an example, the 802.11 standard does not indicate how STAs should behave upon receiving them – and that was intentional and considered out of scope.
Dorothy: I’m not hearing that the functions that are defined in the stnardard are not well defined.
Comment: One item that is not specified is configuration and that is what CAPWAP should be looking into.

Dorothy: Figure 11 mentions the configuration of the WTP.
Comment: Do we really need to differentiate between WTP and AC, because they are simply interfaces?
Comment: We could ask them to expand further on some of these definitions, and on the line for AC in figure 11.  Does the line mean complete control?
Dorothy: Moving on to Clint’s comments.

Pg 6, sec 1.3

Comment: Figure 6 shows that the MAC can be implemented on the AC.
Clint: But that is not what the text says.

Split MAC architecture - grammar
Pg 7 1.4 - editorial

Pg 8 2.1

The definition of an ESS is not necessarily correct.  The ESS may extend beyond a subnet.
Comment: I would propose striking that entire sentence.

Comment: We need to scrutinize the definition of the ESS as defined in this draft.
Dorothy: There are couple more editorial comments from Clint.

Dorothy: Then there is a rewording suggestion.

Dorothy: Please submit any additional comments in a spreadsheet prior to our next call.  I would like to have a consolidated comment spreadsheet by mid next week, and a draft letter prepared by April 28th so that we can discuss on our next call on May 4th.
Comment: If there a deadline for getting these comments back to the IETF?
Dorothy: ASAP.  However, the WG must approve the letter first.  The earliest this can happen is the May 802.11 mtg.
Comment: I would suggest that we have a call next week to resolve the new comments.

Dorothy: teleconferences are required to be announced 15 days ahead of time.  We could do this via email.

High level comments
Dorothy: What should we say regarding AP functionality?
Comment: Should some of the categories (e.g. Association, Beacons, etc.) more closely match the 802.11 specification?  Is a more precise definition needed for each of these functions?
Comment: We should restrict our comments to functionality only defined by IEEE (e.g. WiFi).
Dorothy: Bob Beach will provide a list of the updated or missing 802.11 functionality.
The next conference call will be on May 4th.  An announcement will be sent to the reflector.
Please submit any further comments to Dorothy by April 28th.  Dorothy will draft a letter
Dorothy: Is there any further discussion?
None

Meeting adjourned
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