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Monday, November 16, 2004

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM 
1. Chair called meeting to order at 7:30 PM. 
2. Attendance:

Richard Kennedy, Ted Rappaport, Patrick Mourot, Jason Luther, Paul Gray, Stuart Kerry, Bob O’Hara, Pat Calhoun, Ed Finn, Darwin Engwer, Tim Olson, Lily Yang, Paul Lambert, Marty Lefkowitz, Charles Wright, Niels van Erven, Areg Alimian, Ioanna Samprakou

3. Reviewed IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules

a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Study Group Function, Formation, Continuation, Operation

d. Documentation – 4 hour rule for changes that are normative

e. Voting in a study group.

4. Secretary: Jason Luther will serve as the secretary for the November sessions. 

5. Chair status update

a. SG is looking for a chair. Harry Worstell will continue in the position if it is not filled. 

b. Pat Calhoun is considering the position, but is currently committed to TGr. 
c. PAR+5C has passed letter ballot 72, so SG has no further work to do on PAR until executive committee acts on it.
i. There was some confusion about letter ballot comments. The letter ballot was a Yes/No/Abstain ballot, so comments from the WG do not require action by SG—it was a procedural vote to send the PAR to the EC, not a draft that would require comment resolution. 

ii. A 40-day letter ballot was used instead of a vote at the last plenary meeting because the PAR could not be uploaded successfully in time to meet the 4-hour rule. This was explained at the plenary meeting.

iii. Comments on were forwarded to the SG, and the chair had planned to upload a document containing all of them, but he did not have time before the session started. 

iv. Based on the passage of the letter ballot, PAR+5C was forwarded to the executive committee (EC) where there will be a motion to forward it to NesCom. No comments were received from the EC by 5:00 PM on Tuesday, November 16, so SG had no action to take on PAR. 
v. If TG is formed from PAR, TG will have the option to revise the PAR if necessary.

6. Agenda modified to show presentations from Joe Kwak, Darwin Engwer, and Pat Calhoun and then accepted.

7. Minutes from last meeting approved unanimously. 
8. Summary of last meeting was discussed during update from chair.
9. Comments from ballots were reviewed. Following are summaries of the comments covered:

a. Comment 1: remove “and PHY” from sentences. 
b. Comment 2: John Barr: PAR is too broad. Firmware upgrades shouldn’t be included. 
c. Comment 3: John Kowalski: Why do this at L2? Could preconfig with UPnP.

d. Comment 3: questions L2 approach, questions conflicting work in IETF, notes that assumption that client will have IP is not always valid. 
e. Comment 4: James Wilson: no discussion of security. What are security issues specific to WNM? Recommendation: require/authorize WNM to consider security issues. Also questions use of SNMP, relevance of AP MIB. 
f. Comment 5: Should consider security.
g. Comment 6: WNM might not have resources until TGk concludes; should wait until TGk has been implemented in field; should wait until something works demonstrably before taking to a committee; ambiguities related to TGk;
h. Comment 7: PAR is vague
i. Comment 8: Nancy Cam-Winget: need to consider security
j. Comment 9: Tim Olson: thought WNM was supposed to be about control for improved radio management, fast roaming, load balancing, not SW upgrades and parameter configuration. Don’t mention AP MIB. Don’t restrict to MAC and PHY. No need to discuss SNMP, just need to define MIB (MIB does not imply SNMP). Tim mentions that original intent of group was to be a next step after TGk—use the TGk measurements to control stations. Doesn’t think that PAR covers that goal. Security must be considered. 
k. Time ran out to cover the rest of the comments.

10. Note: regarding discussion of relevance of security to WNM, assertions by SG participants that ADS would handle security are probably incorrect. ADS will deal with only with the protection of management frames. 
11. Meeting recessed at 9:30 PM until 8:00 AM Wednesday, November 17, 2004.
Tuesday, November 17, 2004

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM 
1. Chair called meeting to order at 8:00 AM. 

2. Attendance:

Jason Luther, Paul Gray, Richard Paine, Bo Kuitenstrom (spelling?), Lars Falk, Justiman Rosca, Pat Calhoun, Marty Lefkowitz, John Klein, John Wlater, Simon Black, Byungho Chung, Bruce Edwards, Ed Finn, Burak Baysal, Tim Olson, Joe Kwak, Lily Yang, Patrick Mourot, Darwin Engwer, Richard Kennedy, Yaron Peleg, Allert van Zelst, Ali Raissinia, Majid Malek, Arthur Zaies, William S. Mueller, James ? (Unreadble), Paul Lambert, Stuard Mis??? (Unreadable), Nancy Cam-Winget, Bobby Jose, Jon Agre, Samprakou Ioanna, Dmitri Varsanofiev
3. Agenda: Rich Kennedy moves to approve agenda, Joe Kwak seconds, approved unanimously.

4. Reviewed last meeting:

a. See minutes above for discussion of letter ballot 72.

b. Chair compiled comments received into document 1479 and remarked that comments generally fell into two categories: scope is too broad or too vague, need to address security.

5. Chair status update

a. SG is looking for a chair. Harry Worstell will continue in the position if it is not filled. 

6.  Technical submissions:
a. Darwin Engwer presented 1451, an analysis of the PAR.

i. Comment: One of the original motivations for WNM was that TGk only provides a mechanism to request and report measurements, not to control stations. 

ii. Comment: PAR should include references to TGk and should address whether to manage ESS, BSS, and/or BSA. Questions desire to configure stations before link is established.

iii. Comment: much of this has already been discussed. Is there anything in the PAR that prevents group from implementing anything in 1451? Answer: no, but lack of clarity in PAR could be problematic.

iv. Comment: References to TGk are about taking advantage of existing measurements and allowing WNM to feed more needed management measurements back to TGk. It’s late in the process and counterproductive to change PAR; group should proceed.

v. Comment: SG is responsible for PAR. 

vi. Comment: SG should take 1451 and create a more detailed requirements document that should guide the group’s work.

vii. Comment from chair: SG is tasked with getting PAR+5C passed. The TG will then figure out how to proceed.

b. Pat Calhoun presented 1450, a proposed new WNM PAR test

i. Question: why use AP MIB instead of TGk-defined management entity (SME) as point of control?

ii. Answer: Because AP MIB is all that exists in the field. It’s difficult to reconcile what’s in the field with what’s in the spec.

c. Joe Kwak presented 1441, a proposal for ongoing TGt/WNM collaboration

i. TGt is not modifying spec; just producing recommended practices.

ii. If TGt identifies useful points of control, WNM should provide them.

7. Review next steps

a. How does group move forward?

i. Chair proposed that the next step be to define usage scenarios and requirements for the group. For the next session (January meeting), the group should thing about putting together a requirements document. 

ii. If EC rejects PAR, it goes back to the WG, which would send it back to WNM SG. That’s why chair will move to extend the SG. If it passes, PAR will go to RevCom to make sure that procedures were followed correctly.

iii. Question: will effort be made to avoid scheduling WNM and TGk sessions at the same time? Answer: Chair will try to work that out for the next meeting.

8. Move to adjourn


Moved: Kennedy


Seconded: Lefkowitz


Motion passes unanimously 

9. Meeting Adjournment: 
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