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Harry Worstell announces this is a study group

Jesse Walker volunteers to be secretary for this session.

Harry reads the intellectual patent policy.

Harry explains rules for study groups. Study group will ask for an extension if the study group does not finish PAR. 75% approval needed on any subject. Attendence list required and being circulated.

Proposed agenda presented.

Motion: Approve Agenda

First: John Klein

Second: Richard Paine.

Need secretary on Thursday.

Call for proposals.

C: .11k looked at scenarios for service provider versus enterprises deployments. Each try to control their environment.

Chair: After PAR and 5 Criteria work done, we will talk about that.

Chair: Working through teleconference on PAR and 5 criteria. Need to examine it and approve it. Work due to Richard Kennedy. He will go through PAR and 5 criteria when he arrives. Document 537r03.

Most areas of PAR are boiler plate (through item 12). Item 12 begins to define scope of project. Discussion of item 12 (project scope)

C: Should we add the word “secure” to the scope clause.

Chair: We should discuss this. Some feel it is not required, but chair thinks making it explicit.

C: Rather not have it there. Security implicit in the notion of management. Putting it in doesn’t help.

Chair: This statement says what we are allowed to do and what not.

C: But if the word is not present, that doesn’t preclude you from talking about it.

Chair: That is the question. What is in the PAR and 5 Criteria is what is allowed.

C: How does .11k deal with it?

.11k Chair: Asked .11i and they said too far along, so trying to address it. Deadlocked, so will go to first letter ballot without security.

C: If you want it to be part of the scope, you should say so.

C: Based on .11k experience, that would be an error in strategy. Stalled if there is deadlock. Put it is as a side note, but don’t make it a requirement.

Chair: Item 18 is further explanation. That may be a better place to explain this.

C: Is there value for a management interface without security?

C: The TG is to do management, and security is a separate expertise. Security is a feature of management, not the goal itself.

C: Adding security after the fact is difficult and sometimes impossible to add after the fact.

C: Don’t completely agree. If there was another group that has defined a way to secure action frames, then other groups could built on it. Want to layer secure transport. We could create a new study group to secure the management transport.

Chair: Some of the .11k discussion has moved to this group. Do we need security more than .11k? This is a pertinent topic for the PAR discussion.

C: The management group needs security more than in .11k. In .11k can impose a denial-of-service. Management issues command and control messages. These cannot be compromised.

C: Agree.

Chair: Does anyone feel security is unnecessary?

C: You need a secure transport, but does that have to be part of the work of this WG?

C: Until now .11 has build management and control explicitly in the clear.

C: Concerned about different groups building different mechanisms.

Chair: A new PAR may be appropriate. It is a broader subject than .11k. It was inappropriate to delay .11i to do this. We should ask Stuart about this.

C: Security has been mentioned in WNG, and brought up with Stuart to start advisory board 6 months ago, but nothing has happened.

C: But this belongs as part of architectural discussion. Anyone can go to WNG to propose a new SG. 

Chair: Would like .11i participants to go into WNG to start a new study group. If I have to deal with security, it will lengthen time needed to complete my PAR. It will help all TGs. There is still a major need.

C: An orthogonal solution that can go across all messages. For those who live in pre-.11i days, we don’t want to release something that allows command and control of network.

Chair: If they started now, then might finish sooner, because all the pieces of .11i are in place.

C: There are three cases: command and control can go its own PAR or in any TG. There are also problems like reassociation, disassociation, and deauthentication that should be handled by .11r. Finally there are corner cases, like wake up.

Chair: Seems like we are getting consensus for unified approach under separate PAR. Strawpoll: How many believe this? Vote: virtually unanimous.

C: Is there not a requirement to not break existing functions?

Chair: Yes

C: But adding new command and control degrades security.

Chair: The consensus is a unified approach is needed. We state we know it is an issue, but state it should be handled by another PAR.

C: We know security is required for this application, but it is not necessary this is required from a standards perspective. This is different than WEP, because we aren’t advertising we have security. 

Chair: The only concern is if we make another study group or TG, will loose many participants in Management. But narrowing scope speeds standard. Enough on plate to figure out what command and control is. Is everyone happy with item 12 without a security statement?

C: One question is it explicitly identifies MAC and PHY. Why not enhancements to DS and AP?

Chair: Let me scroll to item 18. First paragraph in Item 18 attempts to define manageability. 

C: But scopes says making changes to only MAC and PHY, whereas item 18 says want to control 802.11 devices.

C: in TGk it has brought up current thinking is to put management as an application, but 802.11 has never viewed the problem this way. Say MAC, PHY, and selected application.

C: This does not apply to DS.

C: DS is part of the MAC

C: This is not my understanding of the architecture.

C: Annex C defines the DS as part of the MAC.

C: Disagree. The DS was separated from the MAC so it did not need to be specified.

Chair: Added “DS”  to MAC and PHY..

C: Not sure about AP

Chair: What about the link layer?

C: The standard is nebulous so we can avoid this.

Chair: There is nothing in 802.11 PAR restricting us to the MAC and PHY.

C: If you go higher, don’t you begin to imply AP architecture?

Chair: Possibly. We should stay within a delimited scope and leave hooks for the rest.

C: It is better to leave it open to cover as many entities as possible.

C: Are you asking that we change the backbone?

C: Associations happen with the DS, not to a STA or an AP. When you roam you reassociate back to the DS.

C: Are you talking about distribution service or system?

C: The Distribution System provides distribution services.

C: We need to clarify what DS means if we leave it in.

C: Need to clarify what is meant.

C: The term ESS has already cause problems. DS needs to be very well defined.

C: Current standard defines DS as distribution system and explicitly does not define it, but rather defines services it provides. These services are part of the MAC. If you want the distribution services included, it is sufficient to discuss services, so including DS goes beyond the scope of current architecture.

C: It is always useful to include layers you will be working in in PAR. If we know, we should include within our scope.

C: The problem is specifics make it harder to address what you need later.

C: In 802.11k we say MAC and PHY and also say we will define interface to upper layer. Could say MAC, PHY, and selected Upper Layers

C: Would prefer to say interfaces to upper layers than upper layers itself.

C: Like suggestion to say 802.11 devices, to maintain flexibility to improve manageability of entire device.

C: add “and selected upper layer as required, to effect a complete and coherent upper layer interface”

Chair: Everyone happy with this? No complaints, so we will go with this for the time being. Anyone want to make a motion?

C: Are we really managing network or network devices? Last sentence says “managing wireless networks” which is removed from managing 802.11 interface on the device. We are talking about an interface to manage device on the network.

C: But we want to manage entire network.

C: We will provide an interface for that function.

Chair: We are not gleaning much information out. This takes the information .11k provides and does something about it.

C: All of the work is within the device. But we won’t be able to effect synchronization, etc.

C: Disagree. A lot of the work is outside the devices.

C: The facilities to do device synchronization will be above the device. Like that management of networks is the goal.

C: Say network managbility.

C: We are focused on 802.11 devices, but customers focus on APs, switches, RADIUS servers, etc. We are not going to do anything about RADIUS servers. Should say wireless network devices.

C: Upper layer interfaces

C: Upgrade of software or firmware will apply to all devices and is device specific, not radio specific.

C: Try “for managing 802.11 devices in wireless networks”

C: Over the next few years we will see lots of non-laptop devices entering the market. Are they covered?

C: There will be more such devices than attended devices.

Chair: Are people happy with this language? Hereing no objection, go to item 13, “Project Purpose”

C: What is the value of the phrase “ESS-wide management”? It enables management. Whether it is in an ESS seems irrelevant.

C: There is the physical RF medium, which may be shared among different ESSes. If you don’t tak account of this, you can degrade performance for all.

C: But that isn’t relevant.

C: TGk is attempting to improve efficiency of network operation. This Purpose statement doesn’t address this.

Chair: Believe we are providing hooks for network manager to adjust the network as he sees fit, not make it more efficient.

C: Assumption was that Management would include this.

Chair: You want to broaden scope then?

C: Yes.

Chair: The problem seems that there are “multiple definitions” for “ESS” What would you like instead of “ESS”?

C: Seems like statement about manageability of large networks already says everything needed.

C: What does local and remote management mean?

<no consensus on the meaning>

C: all of the interpretations of local and remote seem fine. We need the ambiguity.

C: Are we going to allow full management of device from the wireless interface? Or do you have to manage device by crossing distribution service? Can you get to the MIB through the 802.11 interface, or do you have to access it through the distribution system.

C: This is network management enhancements.

C: But .11k is just measurements, no command and control.

C: Need an interface to allow management to effect the command and control. Is the whole mechanism on the radio side.

C: It should not matter. It should be capable of effecting command and control from any device.

C: We don’t care where the manager should be. We want to effect flexible management.

C: Want to make sure we can access interface from a wireless device.

C: Want wireless in-band management, but don’t want it to be hacked.

Chair: We have already discussed security. Consensus is a unified proposal needed developed by a new TG coming out of WNG.

Chair: Next item is boiler plate. Disccussed SNMP issues, list groups doing similar things, but none doing within 802.11. We are trying to enhance work going on in these other groups.

C: But we just extended scope to include upper layers.

Chiar: This gives us ability to do things as upper layers if needed. Move on to item 18. Additional explanatory notes. (Reads and explains current text to membership).

C: Security is a necessary feature of the management function, but it is assumed that another group will provide a unified protection scheme for 802.11 management.

C: What do we mean by another group? 802.11 group?

Chair: yes.

C: Does this preclude us from working on this if another group does not come forward?

C: Other groups like 802.11k may be working on this already.

C: Say “will become available” instead of “another group”

Chair: Change accepted. Do we need anything else added to Item 18?

Chair: Here is a time-table.

C: Return to item 18. Change “limits” to “limit”

C: What happened to boilerplate?

Chair: This is not yet the correct form. There is no way to get your hands on correct form, because it has become a web-based form. Complained to IEEE that we con’t do business this way. Plan to cut-and-paste into the form, with no changes. Will go through the process until we get this fixed. If we can approve the text, then we have a PAR.

C: Sroll down to “manageability is defined.” Does this limit us to building upon measurement, because we need to add command and control. 

Chair: These are restrictions. If you don’t like wording, change it. First sentence includes word “controlling.” Perhaps you want to add something?

C: Supposed to be controls that use the measurements. Want to be able to add other measurements as required.

C: Want to build on .11k. Don’t say anything about control in that sentence.

Chair updates the document.

Chair: Ok, we have gotten through.

C: The scope clause allows selected upper applications. Is this a legal scope?

Chair: Intent is to restrict this to interface to upper layers.

C: Put in “if required” with “upper layer applications”.

C: Wasn’t management a common concern from architecture meeting.

C: Concern that language allowing work on upper layer applications will allow groups whose goal is to misue TG extract functions from 802.11 MAC instead of enhance 802.11 MAC

C: Change “as” to “if”

C: Should include language for prediction?

Recess due to orders of the day.

End Jessie Walker Meeting Minutes

WNM Meeting 

Thursday 07/15/2004 (8:00 – 3:30 pm) 

Harry called the meeting to order at 8:15

Secretary for the duration of this meeting will be Victoria Poncini

Harry went over Study group voting rules – requires 75% of group to approve any person can vote regardless of voting status.

Harry opened meeting with proposed agenda and presents the agenda with leaving the discussion session open

Harry: Any objection to approve agenda unanimously?

No objections.

Harry: agenda approved unanimously

No presentations to present in the morning session.

PAR is finished. 

Richard Kennedy is presenting the 5 Criteria of the WNM PAR which was finished yesterday to the group.

Doc 684-000wnm

Richard Proceeds through review of the 5 Criteria document with the group.

Broad sets of applicability


No changes.

Multiple Vendors, numerous users – no comments

 
Only new addition

  
Multiple vendors from around the world have participated in the development of this PAR and 5 Criteria. 
(Suggested by David DJ Johnson) to amend this section.

Balanced Costs (LAN versus affected stations)

 David Johnson, explained the reasons for this section of the five criteria on balanced costs

The widespread of commoditization of 802.11 wireless LAN devices yields an environment where standardized manageability of features can be deployed cheaply and efficiently.

In large deployments standardized manageability features can reduce the currently high cost of deployment and management of the network.

Compatibility

The proposed amendment shall be (shall be) was added on review.

Distinct identity

David Johnson suggestion John Klien /Marty / Pat Calhoun/ Tim Olson: final wording follows:

There exists no WLAN network management standard for 802.11 systems enabling network-wide management of wireless device. The current 802.11 standards do not address the needs of current products, such as load balancing and virtualization.

One unique solution for the problem


Okay no changes


Removed network management and added wireless network management.


Easy for document reader to select the relevant specification


It will be obvious from the title and content of the standard that it is a standard for wireless network 
management within 802.11.

Technical Feasibility

Demonstrated system feasibility

Network Management systems are deployed in cellular networks and in proprietary ways in 802.11 networks therefore they are demonstrably feasible.

Proven technology reasonable testing

DJ and Marty: modified the wording under this section to read:

The main components of the technology for wireless network management have precedents proving their feasibility and testing.  

Confidence in Reliability

Wireless network management implementations are widely deployed and thus are widely demonstrated to have the capacity to be reliable.

Economic Feasibility

Known cost factors, reliable data

Wireless network management is an integral part of wireless communications systems. Standardizing such behavior is likely to add costs to implementations. Any additional costs will likely be insignificant.

Reasonable cost for performance

No objections to the original wording 

Considerations of installation costs

The proposed wireless network management standard will typically be directly embedded in devices and will not require additional installation costs. In addition,

A standardized network management system may serve to reduce installation costs of 802.11 networks.

Kennedy reviewed the finished 5 Criteria Document

**********************************************************************************

Harry discussed the timing for when WNM will be a task group.  Task group will likely be awarded in November. 

It was announced that WNG just voted to start a new SG for Security by Emily…to address the security issues around securiting management frames.

A vote will be taken at the WLAN WG closing. 

***********************************************************************

Tim Olson asked about content or transport? Not a transport but agreement over the issue is content and how it is to be used.

Harry:

Bring a motion to 802.11 working group to extend the study group for another 6 months

Motion:

Move to extend the Wireless Network Management Study Group for another 6 months

Moved: Richard Kennedy

Seconded: Roger Skidmore

No discussion on the motion

Called the question

Harry: explained that the study group must be extended every 6 months and either submit a PAR & 5 Criteria or else stop.

Results: Yes   11       No      0     Abs   0

Orders of the day called at 10:06 for break.

Any objection to approve the revised agenda.

Harry  presented the new motion to bring the PAR and 5 Criteria for Wireless Network Management forward in the 802.11 Working Group session. 

Motion:

Move to approve document 11-04-537-04-wnmdraft par.doc and 11-04-0648-01-0wnm-draft 5 Criteria Wireless network management.doc and forward them to the IEEE 802.11 working group for approval.

Moved by Richard Paine

Seconded by Richard Kennedy

Pat Calhoun: asked if the right version on the server?

Harry: …No it was not posted.  So Harry needs to post the document to the server.  Vote will not be able to be taken until after 4 hours. 802.11 WG requires documents must be posted 4 hours for review before taking a vote.

YES:          NO:           abs

Vote Cancelled due to document posting time on server.  Vote delayed until the afternoon.

Richard Paine Presentation

Doc 11-03-270-00k

Use case scenarios for RRM advised WNM to do the same thing 

Detail environments and suggestions for management

Factory floor

Airplane Environment

Home/Apartment buildings

Office Buildings

VoIP

IBSS: Jesse walker wanted to know why people would deploy IBSS? 

Richard: Military example, what about software AP?  

Jessie: had that in mind. But he stated that he was satisfied with the application that Richard mentioned.

Richard is presenting the additional use case for 802.11k to produce the requirements

Desire was to get more and more specific about what a use case was and what exactly the measurement were.

Richard: presented working set of scenarios

Hot spot

Hot Zone: airports train stations, malls what measurements needed

Multiple dwelling units: apts, townhouses, condos

Enterprise w/rogue access point

Ubiquitous WLAN coverage

Non-ubiquitous WLAN coverage

Handheld scenario: battery levels and power consumption are important criteria 

Handheld non ubiquitous scenarios

High speed mobile environment: even in .11k neighbor report doesn’t cover very high speed, but it does cover slow speed and Bernard presented doc #  which explained the mobile environment and what could be covered by the neighbor report

Airplane environment

Any questions on how 802.11k evaluated scenarios so that they could come up with scenarios.  Richard stated that 802.11WNM could use the documents to come up with scenarios to create requirements document.

Harry asking if task group K could provide the scenarios they used.

Joe Kwak and Jessie suggested that Harry call the vote in TGk for sending the PAR & 5 Criteria forward. 

Harry: stated that hopefully people will come to WNM meeting this afternoon to vote on sending the proposal forward to 802.11WG 

Harry: asking question whether there was general or concise proposals to bring forward, Harry wanted to know whether or not we should bring forward with a general proposal that addresses all of network management?  Anyone have a complete solution for network management?  No one responded affirmative.

Then Harry wants individual proposals or to use the ones like the one Richard Paine presented.

Any comments on how to bring in proposals?

Richard: will present his Network Management ideas from the one presented in .11k

Harry wants to know how we are going to run the group.

Harry: Pat Calhoun if he was going to bring forth a use case,

Pat Calhoun will bring one in?

Harry: What people envision on what they want to control and derive out of this how people are going to do it.

Harry: How many are going to Germany?  How many would be putting together use case for September … results were that 5 submissions would bring use case papers at the Berlin meeting

Harry: also is going to try to get Pat Calhoun to come and present CAPWAP at the meeting.

Pat Calhoun: I will present a second paper on CAPWAP.

Harry talking about service provider campus/home environment with adaptive AP’s,etc.

Harry brought up issues what you believe that WNM will control?  

Harry: talked to Dorthy Stanely (?) about security (she felt that no reason to having a standing committee and a study group and the same time) Harry agreed with Dorthy to leave the standing group to later and let the study group handle the security issues.

Harry: What needs to be controlled?  Where they need to be controlled from?

Marty: Are we going to tackle or change the way roaming is done?

Harry: there is a group looking at fast roaming?

Marty: the station is completely in charge of the roaming decision – kinda a scared cow in 802.11? Are We going to influence the stations’ decision?

Pat: talked abut the MIB is not sufficient for today’s devices, Pat not sure that having the snmp manager influence roaming

RichardPaine: stated that snmp is not being used

Marty: the MIB is not the exclusive method, but one of the methods which could be used to influence the roaming decisions

Harry: some discussions MIB is not fast enough to do this? Is the MIB the right way to do this or are there other mechanisms to do this, how we going to go about it?  A lot of people are already doing it, want to have companies doing it to bring in the proposals on how they are doing it.  

Harry: what happens when I roam to other technologies like cellular, other groups also looking at this but 802.11 needs hooks to move not only from the station but from the manager where there may be a lot of things that must happen before the move occurs?

Richard: spectrum management, even though I don’t believe in it. As WLANs become more ubiquitious spectrum management may give you more assistance than you really want.  
They will remind you of the Part 15 requirements and is quite an issue for an enterprise

Being able to select the actual spectrum and manage it equivilant to load balancing

Scenario

Also if we get into the TB frequency space and system will need to adapt and manage 

Marty: there is a difference between freq agility and spectrum management

Richard: worried about RFID , and needs to address spectrum management … not sure if it is a requirement for this group.

Harry: co-existence is an issue that is now raising its head between the groups with activities in that area,  and can’t predict where this will go in the future?

Harry: roaming, MIbs good enough, spectrum management, how do things like handoff to cellular, triggers to know when you want to move, Network management interactions need to be initated between (mobile assisted handoff) wwan and wlan networks

J: Does this model make sense in the unlicensed band? 

Marty: scope for interworking?

Harry: not in scope

Marty: do we need liason to go between 802.11 

Harry: 802.11 must be ready with the mechanisms to do handoff …we may need somebody from the 3gpp group to look at this

Marty: hope that 802.21 would 

Harry: if 802.21 is in Germany to come in and give presentation to WNM

Marty: what about having manufacturer of multie mode phones come in and present the issues they are dealing with?

Marty: is there a difference between enterprise, home and cellular with different requirements for management of Voice, 

Jessie: public access have the same or different or overlapping requirements

Harry: you have home vs enterprise vs public

Mark: Seems like what we are talking about is different from network policy?  Confused defining interface between network and administrator or other lower mechanisms 

Harry: network manager managing the enterprise is one scenario that should be there, but that cellular may have similar hooks that need to be there, the hotspot may be a little different

Adaptive APs which adapt to its surroundings – we are general solution for many thing and accommodate actions 

Cellular, network manager and how to best accommodate all of them within 

802.11

R: the majority of devices are going to need to manage themselves, what hooks that you provide 

Marty: adaptive AP rules that it adapts to, or does it sniff the air and configure itself?

Marty: this AP does adapt and all around it also adapt to it

Jessie: observation – conclusion different solution for the different problem domains, mobile AP or mobile sta must have the ability to detect and adapt to the environment and do the right thing, Solutions good for one thing may not work for another? Do we want to work on the core common to everything or specific to a solution? 

Marty: device needs a discovery phase in whatever we do

Mark: confused self managed doesn’t need management?  One of the end points is the management station and the administrator

Marty: work out of the box what it needs to know to be deployed

Harry: need to understand tthe hooks that go into the mac and phy

Klien: sees AP needs configured by management station, load balancing needs to be done in a real-time but th e configuration of load balancing and parameters for mechanism can be configured and threshold assignments should be done by the network management.

Mark: says that real-time operation is out of scope for the group.

Marty: says that you can’t have real-time mechanisms unless they are defined to facilitate 

Jessie: how you read this is a closed loop mechanism,

Tim: we need to assume that we are creating some functionality there are things that need to be defined for load balancing…go to next closest AP,etc blah

Use network management looking to load some parameters to manage devices, and improve the operations of WLAN?

Jessi: do we need to change the PAR?

Tim: I just want to be able to provision the configuration and update the firmware, but not dealing with roaming and load balancing

Harry: wants the group to define where are our limits?  Need more to create value add?

Klien: things that controlling and shaping the spectrum is in PAR and need to do real-time things and are not limited to just configuration?   One of the broad goalls of the group so that the WLAN will work better than it does today…through some control mechanisms would work better

Marty: we don’t want to define a load-balancing algorithm but want the mechanism in there so that both sides could see this 

Harry PAR is R5: Harry brought up the PAR definition and asked if it covered Tim’s question.

Klien: if we have requirements before .11k finishes then WNM will add measure ments when required

Harry: said that WNM do management and do measurements if we have to but won’t do it as long as .11k has the ability to do it.

Harry is trying to have group have a discussion on what manageability is and how we are going to accomplish this.

Harry will compile from his notes and the meeting notes to see what applications are needed. Not writing applications, and algorithms, but what issues are so that hooks can be put in so that it is flexible and people can do what they need to over the wireless networks?

Harry: anyone have anymore scenarios enterprise scenarios, airplanes scenarios with no wireless lan experts to, load balancing –Marty, ?  Any more?

Harry: good time to break for lunch? Come back after lunch to hear more ideas from other people? Think about writing some papers and bringing them in to move this forward?

H: afternoon, work on scenarios…around 3:15-3:30 will have the vote for the PAR and 5 Criteria so that we can move forward?  Suggestions on how to move forward please bring forward,

Marty: moved that we recess early

Harry any objection?  NO objections to adjourning early.

Harry adjourned the meeting at 12:08.

Harry: opened the afternoon session at 1:30pm by his watch.

Harry ran through the completed items on the agenda

Harry discussed the results that people are going to present case scenarios for network management for next meeting.  

Harry mentioned that 802.11 does not have the hooks to do management from an external entity.  Nothing from an upper layer down to manage your wireless network.

Other people want to handle roaming in fast manner, even though there is another group looking at it, 

For control need to add mechanism in a timely manner

Spectrum management and have 802.21 come in and give presentation to the WNM group.

Scenarios of auto configuration of AP themselves would be an application where the AP ran this themselves, but WNM would still need to have the hooks

Marty/Richard/Harry:  that finding location would this be important…FCC may put 911 regulations on companies deploying VoIP and we would need locations based activities.

Harry: More ideas?  For Network Management…what does it mean to you?

Harry would consolidate these and put together some scenarios which could take advantage of this function.  It shouldn’t be limited to enterprise could be used in home networks and hot spots.

Victoria: sensor overlay network….and having network management system that would reconcile 

It could be access port or a dedicated device. But would also like to see receive only 

802.11k will not be providing this feature

Bob: can use WNM to make cognitive radio (localized intelligence) at the radio and a coordinated intelligence that would be residing at a higher level

Cognitive radio with 802.11k could provide spectrum management and then have a centralized intelligence for the coordination function.

Harry: not sure how to do this

Bob: says using the sensors can simulate cognitive radio.

Roger: Centralized intelligence can override the localized intelligence … have all the information available to the centralized 

Harry: example go from autoconfiguration and then shut off for a time and go to centralized intelligence for management.

Bob: localized implies you don’t corrupt the spectrum, works with FCC new view of what unlicensed, also if localized belong to group and can coordinate 

Unusual that local radios can optimized global with centeralized management

Roger: there are really three levels here: localized, distributed and centralized coordination

Harry: cognitive radio: may be other frequency bands that you can be configured to use them, have the devices look around to see what available and then have the management station tell the devices to move back down to the other frequency.  We currently have multi-band cards with receivers on them that can use different front end but can change to another frequency.

Roger: thinking about the roaming question, possible to set up roaming thresholds. 

Harry: key to what we do is to have the ability to go in and set these thresholds.

Roger: when to begin the association and reassociation process

Harry: and Load balancing

Roger Durand: in order to do load balancing you must be able to control the client

Harry: many people feel that the client is the determining factor as to when they move others want the AP to have some control of moving, or to have both

Roger: the client does it today…you are thinking about some type of trigging mechanism

Bob: the client has to because it is in the know

Harry: having intelligence to go down and determine what it needs to know but you still need to have the ability to direct the client to where they are going, what power they are using, 

Yaron: Upper layer hooks, layer 2 needs to know why don’t we define upper layer hooks and the 802.11 in the management scenarios 

Harry: No conclusion as to how far up we go into the upper layers that IEEE works in the MAC and PHY layer, but don’t generally go up a level to do that.  Given that we are in an area which is new territory, we can go ahead and there needs to be a lot of thought on this. SNMP may not be the only way of doing network management, and we may need to make other hooks to allow for the management needs required for 802.11 systems.

Harry: we can continue the teleconferences and continue the discussions need to get something down on paper, we are going to spend time understanding the scenarios and interfaces to come up with the information

Mike Pellcheck(?): wake on LAN related to network management…managers like to use wake-on lan related to laptops , but the wired wake-on-LAN doesn’t totally fit the wireless requirements, but need to define the hooks and special requirement needed for 802.11 devices

Harry: says this does apply to wake-on-LAN/WLAN can be either in our discussions where an AP comes in and wakes you up.Power save is always and issue even with desk tops. Harry asked Mike to present something.

Mike: may be in Berlin and will prepare something for presentation

Harry wants to elaborate on the current list:

Load Balancing what do we need in the area of hooks within the 802.11 netowrks

Charles: need an indication from the AP to the client of what the load is rather than having the client have to guessing  The QBSS element in 802.11e but has been removed and is needed, could be in the beacon but something that is on the AP

Roger: Need a common metric

Charles: that is what the work entails, defining what that load metric would be

Merman Rudoldf: Loading of the bss that was discussed in .11k 

Harry: said there is overlap because the measurements .11k are doing are needed for WNM is needed here.  The .11k people also want to work on the management

Harry: we will not put in new measurements in WNM unless .11k is finished .11k is looking at what measurements are needed from the mac and phy and in here what hooks do we need 

Merman Rudoldf: load indication is very much needed, seemed that there was some resistance to the idea in .11k that loading is needed?  

Harry: thinks that 11k is needed but didn’t know how to do

Charles: It needs to be in .11k but is TBD

Harry: we will put your comments in this is a brain storming session so it will be put in for discussion in WMN

Richard: needs to be a very general mechanism that tells clients when to move (for load balancing)

Harry: where does it need to be in client AP or both

Richard: needs to be in both

Merman Rudoldf: maybe more of an admission control, AP could force certain stations to go over to another AP 

Richard: the application will use it but we won’t be defining the applications but we will neeed to provide the mechanisms

Harry: Marty could be associated with more than one AP at a time 

Sounds like Fast Roaming

Harry: what do you do when you have time bounded traffic?  This is clearly a fast roaming issue they are going to take care of it  802.11r 

Merman Rudoldlf: will this be handled in 802.11r

Clint: some one doing a presentation with rebuttal this afternoon, yes this is in scope for 802.11r 

Harry: what about location, Richard talks about the Boeing building locatons

Merman: mentioned about 911 requirement, location and 911 must come together

Harry: Location needs within 802.11

Richard: location is a requirement

Joe levey: now that mimo will be reality in 802.11n, location will be needed to be delt with in 802.11n. This group can float this requirement to 802.11n

Harry: it does apply to 802.11n, but doesn’t mean we can’t look at it here

Joe pel: training sequences in the mimo phy portions will make locations services important

Harry: .11n needs to determine platform before location

Roger: location RF Path loss information enabled in 11k, another is antenna information from 802.11n but we don’t have phase control or time control 

Harry: phase and time control is coming think about overlapping cells where the AP’s time share

Roger: I can see a multi phased environment but not time

Harry: what if you can do your timing across the backbone using UTC

Roger: need time info

Harry: or the ability to do time offset to do your timing

Harry: Neils APs do triangulation; we could also do directional arrival, and would be good for 802.11n

Harry: there will be mimo’s in regular 802.11 devices

Merman Rudoldf: should we keep the door open for certain antenna measurement techniques

Harry: what we need is someone to present how this would work and how fits into the standard, with the different antenna techniques, lets get the max in we can to accommodate the maximum scenarios, how you implement it makes your 

Implementation unique…GPS is not likely indoors, but there are companies looking at GPS location within buildings, we need someone to come in and share there experiences

Yaron: Time Domain synchronizing (like a TDD) be between AP’s would this be included

Harry: yes this would be SDMA 

Yaron: what is SDMA
Neils: 802.11n Mimo can be used for some other arrival SDMA transmission can be at the same time but because the antennas can be transmitting out of the two separate antennae?

Harry: not mimo, but each of the antennas can share and coordinate share the transmission space

Harry: Interfaces to the upper layers should be discussed.  Whether use MIB’s or some other mechanism, some people think that MIB’s aren’t timely enough a mechanism, Yaron had brought up the interfaces what does this mean?

Yaron: start to make a decision to roam needs a lot of information (load, hook from the type of application currently running: VoIP will not roam, but doing ftp or browsing then easier to do the roaming) he does not think it should be SNMP when was the last frame, application sensitive for jitter, or roaming help make a better decision, timestamps

Harry: .11k is working on timestamps, number of clients are unresolved at this time .11k is going a little early to letter ballot.

Harry: has no metric set up to determine the quality of the data that is being reported. 

Joe ?? 802.21 group will be looking at interfaces between the upper layers and talks to the example that was just mentioned…someone having a voice over IP session running and making the determination to roam.

Harry: 802.11n may be a different animal and may become a stand alone group.  802.11n will be touching the MAC and PHY

JOE: 802.21 only focusing on requirements this week, output will be an updated set of requirements and some use cases as to what it will handle in the first phase and what will happen in the next phase and they are also looking at network management

Harry: anybody is welcome to stay to vote on the PAR and 5 criteria

BoB: 802.21 was asking 802.11n what it needs of it?  

Harry: looking to 802.21 to give us a framework to work to, but because they are in early phase they are looking and we need to have close cooperation and some joint meetings between the groups. Need cross fertilization between the group.  Harry going to promote this? Mike is here – what do you think of the wake on wLAN, what do you envision

Mike: outlined presentation to WNG what some of the issues: main some ambiguities as how it works in wired and how those would translate into wireless, and doesn’t know if could add some extra elements to handle it, or whether it could be done as a best practices type   Document: was presented at Orlando

Harry or Mike will look up and send out on the reflector for the group to review document number 388-00.

Richard: stated that the documents have been up on the server for 3hours and 04 minutes

Harry:

Motion: 

Move to approve document 11-04-0537-05-0wnm draftpar.doc and 11-04-0684-01-0wnm-draft 5 criteria wireless network management.doc and forward them to the IEEE 802.11 working group for approval.

Moved: Richard Kennedy 

Second: Clint

Results:   YES:                  NO:             Abs

Clint offering friendly amendment.. to change the wording of the proposed motion

Move to approve document 11-04-0537-05-0wnm draftpar.doc with the following change: change all instances of 802.11k to IEEE 802.11TGk and approve and 11-04-0684-01-0wnm-draft 5 criteria wireless network management.doc and forward them to the IEEE 802.11 working group for approval.

Harry: reread the changes proposed by Clint. And asked, Is there any objection to accepting the change?

Hearing no objections

No discussion

Any objection to call question

Question called

Motion presented.

Harry read the motion:

Move to approve document 11-04-0537-05-0wnm draftpar.doc with the following change: change all instances of 802.11k to IEEE 802.11TGk and approve and 11-04-0684-01-0wnm-draft 5 criteria wireless network management.doc and forward them to the IEEE 802.11 working group for approval.

Harry: All participants of the study group can vote. 

Yes:    23            No:     0                abs: 4

Henry??: In the WMN PAR references 802.11k should you mention that? Anyone who looks the PAR can’t look at 802.11k and the timing of this as to where .11k is at.  Had the same issue with TGr and r was postponed, the stated date is December 5, 2005 and we’ve stated we dependent on .11k also concerned about the time to do the work, and he is worried about the same people in .11k will be in WMN. Worried about the ability of people to do the work?

Harry: we are not dependent on .11k and Harry has the ability to ensure that the schedules do not overlap between the two groups. When work for .11k required, the study group was postponed.

The proper wording should be the TGk and does not have the appropriate reference.

Harry: said that we can put it through and then make editorial comments

Harry: a lot of it is how you plan the work and manage the meetings.

Henry: still concerned but question answered and sees your point.

Harry: stated that we’ve now completed the study group activities

Charles: Teleconference times?

Harry: Thursday 12:00 continue on with teleconferences?  And if so when? 

What is a good time? 

Carry on conference calls? Wanted at most only one.  

He would prefer not to have teleconferences until the next meeting period.

The group agreed that no teleconferences would be held between July and September 

Berlin Meeting.

Mike moved to adjourn the meeting 

Joe levey seconded

Meeting adjuroned.

End Victoria Poncini Meeting minutes. 
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