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10:00AM

The Teleconference was called to order by the Chair

 Chair presented update
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There were 22 people present at the beginning of the meeting

Richard Paine
Harry Worstell
Daryl Kaiser
Charles Wright
David Bagby

Pat Kelly
Garth Hillman
Karl Miller
Malik Audeh
Stan Skafidas

Steve Pope
Vijay Patel
Walter Johnson
J Kim

Mike Moreton

Zhun Zhong
Mehul Mehta
Hui Luo

Aik Chindapol
Marty Lefkowitz

Rajeev Kirshamoorthy

Javier del Prado

Richard Paine described the RRM SG events from Monterey.  Basically that the PAR and 5 Criteria have passed the RRM SG and the motion to have 802.11 Working Group pass them on to the SEC passed at the final plenary in Monterey.  

Daryl Kaiser presented the per-client proprietary MIB from Cisco.  This presentation was very insightful.  His presentation revealed some things that the RRM TG(k?) will need to consider as helpful hints to doing it correctly for all vendors.  The presentation format that proved to be extremely helpful was for Daryl to present in the MGSoft format on Webex.  He could expand and contract the hierarchy of the MIB elements and reveal the overall structure (framework) of the proprietary MIB as well as the detail.  Cisco divides MIBs into functional MIBs and therefore is somewhat different than some of the other proprietary MIBs or directions.

One thing that was missing and the people on the teleconference felt was a necessity was the trends for data rates and throughput rates.  It was also brought up that MICerrors could be an indication that you are being attacked and therefore is an important parameter in the operation of a wireless infrastructure.  

Richard presented the outline of the Radio Resource Measurement Requirements and Issues document.  Richard had included the technical presentations from Monterey in the requirements and issues document.

After the meeting, several of us continued a discussion that proved to be quite interesting.  Dave Bagby was listening and started to talk to us about the framework under which 802.11f could describe a hierarchical environment (MIB) for which it is meant to be a recommended practice.  He needs to provide that framework in his comments on the sponsor ballot for 802.11f.  He would like to work the architecture as a tree structure, so he would need to see and be provided the tree structure well above what we were talking about as radio resource measurement parameters.  He would like to talk about that in more depth on Monday 9/30/02.  Richard Paine will set up the teleconference on Webex and then we will present it at the next meeting on 10/2/02.
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Attendees:  Nikolich, Krishnamoorthy, Zhong, Johnson, Chindopol, Kaiser, Bagby, Hillman, Worstell, Kim, Raab, McCann, Miller, Audeh, Palacios, Moreton, Olson, Poncini, Paine

The discussion for this meeting was on the requirements and issues document and its content.  Richard Paine has been writing more on the document.  One of the key elements is to understand what 802.11h did.  Richard presented the picture of the 802.11 architecture in comparison to the picture of 802.11h and their deployment of requests and policy engines for spectrum management in the 5GHz band in Europe.

The picture in discussion is figure 26 in the 802.11h draft document.  In this picture, there are all the issues we need to address.  Do we require some measurement mechanism and does the h model have some of the mechanisms we require.  This led to a discussion about the need for a request/report mechanism, and further, is there a requirement for just MIB information or is there a requirement to ask for the information from STAs.  This led to the discussion about the differences between an AP and a STA.  Dave Bagby delivered an excellent architectural dissertation on their perspective as the original architects of the 802.11 architecture.  The AP in the architecture is really an interface, it is not a physical thing.  The AP is really a logical thing that is a representation of a BSS, not a physical thing like the STA.  There is a STA that is actually a part of the AP and therefore it has the characteristics of a STA within the logical representation of a BSS called an AP.  So, the AP is a STA plus distribution services in a BSS or ESS or IBSS.  What we may be trying to do is define another service (measurement) that goes and gets the information required.  We may need to define the protocols or extensions of those protocols that define the service.  He used the example of Symbol’s new Mobius product line that use virtual APs within what they call a “switch”.  

Victoria Poncini added that Dave Bagby had helped the 802.11c team understand the architecture and its implications.  Her perspective is that we may be creating the MIB parameters of a distribution service, that is, if we were to consider the information to be MIB based rather than request or protocol-based.

All this led to the discussion of the AP as an agent that acts as a MIB manager.  We could use the MIBs to make the distinction between the STAs and that logical entity called an AP.  How we would talk to the logical entity (AP) vs the physical entity (STA) may be the key to understanding the requirements.  The AP does have an address and its name is an address.  One of the STAs has the attributes of an AP in a BSS.  One of the questions is how you find the APs of an ESS.  There was some discussion of using the transmission of beacons as a way of determining if it is an AP.  Since it is unlikely that a STA will have an SNMP agent, the usefulness of the information on the STA might not be apparent.  However, if you are asking questions about STAs in a BSS via the AP, the information could be useful.

The question came up about the usefulness of the IBSS and how much effort it would take to distribute radio measurements for and IBSS.  In an IBSS, the answer could be as simple as who owns the beacon.  

We also need to consider who is asking the questions about the wireless LAN, from a security aspect as well as a management usefulness aspect.  J Kim brought up that the information we make available should be available during the use of normal applications.

Harry Worstell brought up that the information in the requirements and issues document needs to be brought up in a much more structured way.  The structure should, in turn, be used to structure the discussion about the subject.  Harry also suggested that the categories of users of the radio information be categorized in the requirements and issues document.  Richard will add in the categories of users of radio measurement information.  This addition will be in the introductory remarks.  Harry will take a whack at the buckets that need to be defined in the requirements and issues document.
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