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Wednesday, December 15, 2004
10:03 am

Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Wednesday, December 15, 2004 by Dorothy Stanley.

Chair:  Agenda discussion

Proposed Agenda (11-04/1428r0):
· Meeting Called to Order/Roll Call
· AP Functional Description Content/Submissions 

· (a) Status & issues - Clarification between AP function & AP device, including
Enumerating AP abstract functional blocks within an AP device
Description of AP functions - Jon Edney/Juan-Carlos/Roger

· (b) Status and Issues - Integration function description, Distribution System 
and its associated services (portal, ESS, etc.) description - Mike Moreton.

· (c) Additional discussion

· Adjourn
Meeting Called to Order/Roll Call

Roger Durand

Jon Edney

Darwin Engwer

Sudhir Matta

Mike Moreton

Partha Narasimhan

Dorothy Stanley

D-J Shyy

Sandy Turner

Dennis Volpano

Juan-Carlos Zuniga

Chair:  Dorothy welcomed the attendees, announced who was on the call and asked if there was anyone she hadn’t mentioned.
None.

Approve Agenda
Chair:  Dorothy reviewed the agenda and asked if there were any additions to the agenda.
Jon Edney (JE): I’d like to go over 11-04-1225.  I just sent out notice today.  It is a straw man diagram of the AP function based on 11-04-1225r2.
Darwin Engwer (DE): I uploaded 11-04-1225r3.

JE:  After looking at the spreadsheet, I felt a block diagram of the functional pieces in the various categories would help toward the next step of writing descriptive text.  It is to promote discussion and is not definitive.
Chair:  Where do you want to put it on the agenda?

JE:  After the spreadsheet discussion.

Chair:  How about if Juan-Carlos goes first, then Darwin on revision 3 and then Jon with 1549.
JE: fine

Chair:  Mike is there an updated version of your document 1191?

Mike Moreton (MM): No there isn’t.

Chair:  Is there anything else to add to the agenda?
DE: This revision is primarily editorial in preparation for revision 4.  If we go through the revision 2 changes, this is representative of revision 3.
Chair:  Let’s start with Juan-Carlos.

AP Functional Description Content/Submissions
· (a) Status & issues - Clarification between AP function & AP device, including
Enumerating AP abstract functional blocks within an AP device
Description of AP functions - Jon Edney/Juan-Carlos/Roger

Juan-Carlos Zuniga (JZ):  Several ad hoc groups reviewed the list of functions, the categories, whether it applied to an AP and/or STA.  Revision 2 is the outcome of the ad hoc groups.  New items to the San Antonio document are to include more columns, more explanations of facts and notes for things not covered in the previous columns.  The idea was not to delete or cleanup, but just put in more information.  There is more work to do - duplications and words mean different things to different people.
Comment:  There was discussion at the last meeting about lower MAC and upper MAC.  I was not comfortable with that distinction.

JZ:  The 313 presentation by Symbol talked about categories like Session Manager, Control Manager, PHY, Upper and Lower MAC.  These were not the best categories, especially upper and lower MAC.  Think of a security function like encryption which is done in many places.  They have the MAC function with typical latencies:  less than 1 ms, less than 10ms, greater than 10ms.  It’s all subject to discussion.
DE:  It’s important to record that we looked at that item.  It’s important to say what’s in and out.  When we get to the actual descriptions, we can focus on the items identified.  People will come along later and know that we looked at the entire field.  Our job is not to distinguish between upper or lower MAC.  Our purpose is to describe the AP functionality, not define an implementation.
Chair:  My understanding is that the category nomenclature is good – better than to overlay the loaded language of upper and lower MAC.  We should focus more on the timing requirements.
JZ:  That’s it for revision 2 unless someone has other comments.

None.

Chair:  Darwin, can you talk about revision 3 changes and I want to talk about the process for continued refinement of the list.

DE:  Since I created the new templates, I gave John an earlier version of the template.  My changes were to align the document with the way the templates are now.  It is good preparation for revision 4, where I add another sheet on another area we ought to look at.  The sheet I’m adding is primitives.  Using 802.11-1999, I trolled the standard for primitives.  Clause 6 and 10 came up.  There is an additional sheet that lists those primitives and clause numbers and notation as to whether they are used in the AP or STA.  There is also an indication as to whether the primitive is accepted or generated by an AP.  The list needs to be updated for standards beyond 1999, primarily i and f.
Chair:  F is a recommended practice.  Maybe not.

DE:  It’s just a reference to look at the scope of what an AP is.

Chair:  When do you expect people to see this?

DE:  Today.

Chair:  Ok.  The next conference call is Wednesday, January 12.  We can go over the most recent revision of 1225 then.  Carlos mentioned a couple things need to be done to refine the list – eliminate duplicates, consistent wording.  How shall we proceed with that work?  Can a couple of people volunteer to do that?

Comment:  You said revision 3 was an editorial change.  Did you change the terminology?

DE:  No, it was formatting.  Wait for revision 4 to clean up the terminology.  It added a new tab with additional information to double check that the list of functions is complete.  Before now and the next conference call, I’d like a couple folks to go through the current list and eliminate duplicates - some are called out – and look at the terminology to make it consistent.  We can do it offline or at the next conference call.
Comment:  The problem with doing terminology in an ad hoc group is that if you don’t have the author, it might not mean the same thing.
Chair:  You’d like it to be a large group function?
Comment:  I prefer that.
JE:  We need a document owner.

Chair:  Cleanup.  Juan, can you do that?

JZ:  Some functions are not clear to me.  
Chair:  My proposal on the next conference call is a line-by-line walkthrough of the AP functionality in the most recent version of 1225 so we have a version everyone has looked at going into January.

Comment:  Ok
Chair:  Jon, can you talk to us about 1549?

JE:  Has anyone downloaded it yet?  Some have.  I’d like to talk about the motivation for doing this.  The spreadsheet is useful in capturing details and seeing more detail added into it.  The object is to write text to describe the functions of an AP.  To start moving in the other direction – consolidating details – it is useful at this stage to visualize the objective prior to writing descriptive text.  The other concern is that there is a movement to describe implementation instead of functionality.  My straw man is of functional blocks in an AP based on the categories captured in the spreadsheet.  What’s in 1549?  A single slide with various boxes with text inserted in each.  There are two types of things:  a set of boxes with data flow from a wired to an RF environment – or it could go the other way.  The top is the Integration and MSDU Bridging.  This box is what Mike and others are looking at in terms of the architecture.  There is no point in describing that.  Below is a yellow box with Scheduling, PDU provisioning and Cryptographic protection – which is part of the data flow.  Horizontally is implementation dependent.  Some do Cryptographic Protection earlier than others.  These are functions that must be performed, but the order of the flow we should not prescribe.  The next box is network timing and below is the radio function.  That is the data path.  Other boxes are described as management boxes.  Some in the AP – the Station Management Entity.  There’s a starting point for security management – key management and maintenance of the keys. ESS/BSS Management – advertise services and capabilities.  Resource Management – this comes in when you bring in 11e – how to control the allocation of channel capacity between various devices.  Environment Management – channel characteristics, rates of transmission, power levels, and fragmentation sizes.  The last box is RF Provisioning.  I then placed on the slide each of the categories from the spreadsheet.  Actually the headings in the spreadsheet - On Air Provisioning, Advertisement, Timing, Integrity of Transfer.  The purpose is to stimulate thinking.  If we expand the spreadsheet to lots of detail, that does not help us to write the actual text.

DE:  I think this is a very useful diagram.  Thank you for preparing it.  It’s a good graphical way to look at items listed in the categories in the spreadsheet.  One thing to point out, that I made early on in a presentation, is that this is a component breakdown – different from a functional breakdown.  Both are necessary.  I’ve advocated all along we need a complete description.  For example:  the diagrams in Mike Moreton’s last presentation and the one that I did earlier on 540r1 are more functional breakdowns.  This is a component breakdown.
JE:  Maybe semantics.  By functional, I meant describing the functions that need to be performed.  Is that what you mean by component?

DE:  Let me go back.  I thought a lot about this when I was getting started.  Actually, the one in Mike’s document is a component level breakdown.  It shows the MAC, PHY, DS, and Management.  A functional breakdown is bridging functions, security functions the on air provisioning functions.  We need both.
JE:  I tried to stick the meaty part of Mike’s in MSDU bridging.  Does Mike have any view on that?

MM:  I don’t know.  I have no problem with the diagram.

Chair:  The intent of Mike’s slides was to understand by providing an example, not a definition.

MM:  There is a debate I tried to start with an email I sent out yesterday.  At the moment we have a broad concept of the DS.  The original idea was to have one example of a DS.  An alternative approach is to describe the DS in terms of the 802 components.  No one was upset about removing the DS.
DE:  It’s more important to address services implementations in an AP.

MM: Yeah.
DE:  If you look at 540r1, it had a diagram in slide 10 that shows that.  It doesn’t show the DS.  The DS is an abstract thing.  Draw a circle around a number of things and that’s the DS.  Someone else can draw the circle around different things and it’s still the DS.  The wireless medium PHY and the PHY that connects the DS – certain things have to happen.
Chair:  Does this describe the content of the DS?

DE:  The DS services, not the DS itself.  That’s what we’ve been doing – the spreadsheet and Mike and Jon’s diagrams.

JE:  This is a different question.  Should we get rid of the DS or redefine it?  What’s the thinking of how to do that in text?  Do we modify the architecture section of the base standard or add another clause?

MM:   Not get rid of the DS.  It’s a handy term.  But more complex things, like the portal and Integration Function, we need to define what they do.  Integration Function – there is no description of what it means.

JE – Do we modify the architecture of the base standard?

Comment:  Is that part of this group?  Are we empowered to change the base standard?  I thought this was just to describe AP functionality.

MM:  It’s not intended to change the functionality, but to clarify the description.
Chair:  The charter does include adding informative text and making minor technical changes.

JE:  Can we delete section x and replace it with this text?  

Chair:  Yes.  It’s within the range of what TGm can make.

Comment:  In that context, the concept of the DS does have to change.

Chair:  The concept of the DS remains, but additional definition of concepts likbve the Integration Function and Portal that interact with the DS would be added.

MM:  This is more theoretical.  If you go to TGm with text and they debate as to whether to put it in.  You can clarify what’s there and not change the functionality and not add requirements that are not there implicitly.  The best way of clarifying is to take conceptual items that are vague and put in more specifics.
JE:  Would you do that directly with TGm and not APF?

Chair:  Our changes go through TGm.

JE:  He can go personally to TGm or the ad hoc group.

MM:  My assumption is that I’d personally make a submission.  I’d prefer the submission be supported by APF.  If it’s not supported, I’d not want to go to TGm.

Chair:  We have two sessions in January.

DE:  The delivery vector to add informative annex is through m.  Separately, m is available for other things.  I’m cautious about tying that work to the ad hoc’s effort, but Mike captured it well.  In the process of doing our investigation, we may stumble on something that we’re not charted to do.  
Comment:  I agree with Darwin, but can we be done by March?

Chair:  We have to have a submittal ready in March.  At the end of March, we put out a working group letter ballot with an updated version of the TGm document.

JE:  It doesn’t make sense for the description of the AP to be based on 802.11 if the architecture is then revised immediately.  
Chair:  Let’s not get hung up in specifics.  We need to get material on paper and review it.
JE:  I’m uncomfortable with it being done independently.

Comment:  Jon’s diagram is a good start.  It captures the AP much better than most of our discussions.  It’s good to have a baseline document.  The DS needs to be clarified, but let’s not wait for it.

Chair:  We can have people look at the current TGm draft and get an idea of what clauses we’ll make changes and additions.  For example, paging through the document, Figures in Clause 5 that talk about DS concepts.  In 5.2.2, the concept of the DS is introduced.   Let’s start talking about adding material and changing material.  Would we change the current figures or add more figures?
JE:  Two things.  There is no description of the AP anywhere in the standard.  We need a clause for that.  Other clauses can be modified or text added.  Are you referring to the second part?  There is a need for a standalone clause of “AP descriptions”.
Chair:  Like 5.10.  5.9 added in by i.  The m draft is the rollup of what we have – e, h, i, j.

Comment:  Where is this?

Chair:  In the members only section, you can download the current TGm draft they’re working with.  They took the base standard and rolled in e, h, i and j and produced a new document.  I think the latest is draft 0.4.
DE:  We rechartered m earlier this year to include the rollup and interpretations.

Chair:  I need a couple of volunteers to look through the ma document and the material we’ve produced so far and recommend where it looks like we’ll make changes.

JE:  I’ll give it a go.

Chair:  Can we list where the new section should be placed – 5.10 or a better place?
JE:  Ok.

AP Functional Description Content/Submissions
· (b) Status and Issues - Integration function description, Distribution System 
and its associated services (portal, ESS, etc.) description - Mike Moreton.

Chair:  We’re at time.  Mike Moreton.  Can you give us a status on material with the .1 folks?

MM:  I’ve not done much since the last meeting on that one.  I sent an email on the 802.11 list for attachment to the DS.  It appears not.  On the 802.1 list, I missed one.  When the STA associates, it spoofs a frame to update its location.  When I mentioned this to the 802.1 guys, they were traumatized and shocked that we’d do this.  It’s not in the standard, but most manufacturers do this.  This is a classic example of changes that need to be made to 802.1 to be wireless specific.  You move a STA around and have to keep the session in place.  That’s a summary of the status.
Chair:  Good.  I love your figures, but I want to think about or check if there’s a way to make those 3D or put them in a document understandable in black and white.  
MM:  It’s hard with the dotted line.

Chair:  Let’s think about how to do that.

DE:  I sent you some notes on the integration and encapsulation.

MM:  That’s great. I read .1h before, but with Darwin’s explanation, I’ve got a better idea.

DE:  That explains how our products use .1h and the simple translation tables so all protocols are bridged correctly.

Chair:  I want to close this meeting.  I want to thank everyone for coming.  I’ll remind you of our next conference call on Wednesday, January 12.  I’ll send out notices of the agenda.  We’ll do a walkthrough of 04/1225 and get an update on the changes made and status on Mike’s work.  I’ll setup 45 minutes for going over the walkthrough of the functions that are there.  I wish everyone a happy holiday.
Adjourn 
11:09 am
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