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Tuesday, January 18, 2005
4:00 pm

Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Tuesday, January 18, 2005 by Dorothy Stanley.

Chair:  Dorothy Stanley
Secretary:  Sandy Turner

Chair:  Agenda discussion

Proposed Agenda (11-05/0021r0):
· Call to Order

· Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures 

· Review IP policy: “Slide 1” and “Slide 2”

· Voting: All committee members may vote; 75% approval required

· Attendance: Reminder to sign the electronic attendance form

· Approve Agenda

· Approve Meeting Minutes from conference calls, see documents 04/1551r0, 05/1609r0  

· Chair’s status

· Tuesday - 04/1573 - Integration function description, Distribution System 
and its associated services (portal, ESS, etc.) description - Mike Moreton 

· 04/1225 - Clarification between AP function & AP device, including
Enumerating AP abstract functional blocks within an AP device
AP functions identified to date - Jon Edney, Juan-Carlos Zuniga 

· Additional Submissions

· Motions

· Thursday – Presentations to IEEE 802.11m 1:30am-3:30 

· Next Meeting Planning

· Adjourn

Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures

Chair showed the two slides requested by WG chair “IEEE SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards” and “Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings”.

Chair: Are there any questions?  
None

Chair: Any patents that we need to be aware of?

None

Chair went over the following:
· Voting: All committee members may vote; 75% approval required

· Attendance: Reminder to sign the electronic attendance form
Chair status
· There was some discussion on document 04/1573r0 by Mike Moreton on the last conference call.

· We have another submission of document 05/0035r0 from Jon Edney.

· Let’s have Mike’s presentation as an overview, then Jon’s and then come up with a plan for a next step.
· Thursday morning we can go over the AP Functional Descriptions and enumerations in document 04/1225r4.

Chair:  Are there any additional submissions?

None

Chair status (continued)
· We have time with Tm on Thursday to provide status and work the logistics for submission in March.

· We can plan for our next meeting and decide on the 3 times for conference calls.

Approve Agenda
Chair:  Are there any objections to approving the agenda before you?

None

Approve Meeting Minutes from conference call
Chair:  Are there any objections to approving the Meeting Minutes from the conference calls?

None

Chair status (continued)
· Reviewed status, scope, text that’s needed and next steps (slides 6-10).
· Proposed conference calls are February 2nd, February 16th and March 9th noon Eastern time.
DS Draft Text - Mike Moreton – doc 04/1573r0
Mike Moreton (MM) said the document provoked a lot of debate on the conference call.  He then gave a history of the document.  Originally he was to come up with an example on how the DS could be implemented using 802.1D bridging. He got rid of the portal, but not the DS.  There are a lot of views on the Distribution System (DS) that are valid.  If he would reinterpret it one way, it would meet his interpretation, but not others.  If he was going to change the terminology – remove the existing terminology and start from scratch – that’s a big change with a huge amount of work.  He wanted to see if that’s the direction we wanted to take before investing the work.
Key points of the discussion:

· There is a linkage between the DS and what we say about the AP.  If you say the AP is an 802.1D bridge, a lot of the description can be removed.  Most APs are bridges already.  If not, after 11i, they will be.
Comment:  There are IP routers that are not bridges.

MM:  We’re talking about an architecture.  Theoretically, it is a bridge connected to a router.  You can’t tell outside the box.
Chair:  Are there any more questions for Mike?

None.

Chair:  We’ll have Jon’s presentation.

Retiring the DS – A Proposal - Jon Edney -05/0035r0
Key points:
· Unlike Mike, Jon feels the DS is not vague.

· (slide 7) Things went wrong when people tried to build an AP.  Since there is no physical box with a portal and LANs on both sides, people just used the LAN.  Each AP has a built in portal that goes to a physical LAN which goes to another AP.  This wiring interconnecting APs is incorrectly referred to as the DS.

· (slide 11)  What we really need is a standard that defines these pieces that fit into the 802.1 standard (802.1D bridging) to show how we interconnect various APs.
Comment:  What about a wireless DS?

JE:  The wireless DSS is closer to the original DS than this.

Comment:  What about address format?
JE:  Slide 7 is a valid case of this – a controller up here and multiple APs.  Then you do have wired links between the AP and controller and a wired link out of the back of the controller.  The WDS case is implementing the DS with multiple devices.
JE:  (slides 12-13) In the past, I was an advocate of getting rid of the DS and recasting it in terms of .1 bridging. I now see problems with that:  massive changes to the text, association is defined as a DS service, there are many well known acronyms which refer to the DS (e.g. toDS, from DS), and the main problem is the real function of the DS is it connects local stations off the AP.  (slide 14)  One proposal is to keep the DS but make our definition of the AP – a device with a single instance of the DS and a single optional portal.  There is only one path out of the device to the external network.
Comment:  If we go down this path, we need to clearly define “external network”.

JE:  (slide 15) The second proposal is to add text to integrate the 802.11 model to 802.1.  We would redefine ESS in terms of SSID and 802.1D.  The current ESS definition is problematic.  It’s defined in terms of the DS and no one knew what a DS was.  The ESS can’t exist outside the 802.1 architecture. 
Comment:  I don’t agree on the ESS.  ESS is all 802.11.
MM:  If you look through the spec, ESS is defined in two contradictory ways:  one in terms of integrated LANS and the diagram excludes integrated LANS.
JE:  The definition of an ESS is a group of APs identified as a group and connected at layer 2.
Comment:  There is the case where components are connected at layer 3 with the same SSID to simply station management.
JE:  If you tunnel at layer 2, that is the same ESS.  If the ip is a different subnet, then there are two separate ESSes with the same SSID.

Comment:  What do you do with WDS?
JE: The WDS has a DS.  We might need to define a different type of device - a mesh with a WDS, where the entire mesh is inside an AP.  We need a new term.
Comment:  What about control port filtering?
JE:  Should we make the DS a shim?

MM:  Association is with the AP.

JE:  Then we’d have to make changes to all the text.

Comment:  Should we leave the integration function in the DS?

JE:  Yes.  I don’t think it does much.

MM:  We shouldn’t debate the interpretation of the DS.

JE:  What’s your DS definition?

MM:  I don’t want to get into that.  It’s the same problem.  If you took a general concept and made it specific, other people didn’t like it.  It changes what you’re used to.

Chair:  Where do we go from here?
Comment:  Why are we doing this?

Chair reviewed history.
Comment:  If we failed to do this, would these other groups (e.g. CAPWAP, Mesh) stop their work?

Chair:  No.

MM:  Mesh has done it themselves.  They have a good understanding of the components.
Comment:  If both client groups have no interest in this anyway, why do this?
Chair:  As evidence of the debate, it’s worth it.

JE:  There are two levels.  One, solve the problem and make changes to the architecture.  Second, we shouldn’t touch that and just add descriptive text and stick it on the end as an annex.
Comment:  We should note things it doesn’t encapsulate – like the WDS.
JE:  The first, getting the architecture fixed, is not in our lifetime.  This is too big a piece of hide for the TGm function.
Chair:  We feed into TGm.  If there is interest, that is the place for those kinds of changes.

MM:  Fred, Dorothy and I had a discussion over email.  One problem with TGm is with 3 people in the room, it’s not worth touching the architecture.  What if we go to letter ballot?
JE:  If 3 people are in the room, it’s not worth fixing.  If this is a real problem for industry, this room would be packed.
MM:  This is not a real problem for people who’ve been here for a couple of years.  This is of use for people coming new to the standards.  One issue that is slightly different, some elements introduced by TGi are not described in a satisfactory way.  Frames forwarded by the AP in a BSS are not going up to a higher layer.  They go through control port filtering.  It doesn’t say that in the text.  There are two questions:  the greater architectural change, fix the TGi drop offs.  It sounds like if we didn’t do either one and passed it on to TGm, people would be surprised.
Chair:  I’m hearing two categories of changes:  descriptions of what’s currently implemented and how people interpret it; definitive – modifying the architecture and definitions.  We need to decide which to do.

JE:  This meeting convinced me the descriptive is what we should do.  Since we can’t agree in this meeting, we have to lower our expectations to be descriptive.
Comment:  I concur, but encourage us to see this from the client – CAPWAP and Mesh.
Chair:  The client is the working group.

Comment:  That is an abstract client.

MM:  The mesh experience is they spent a great deal of effort to understand the architecture so they could expand on it.  The argument that any individual task group that has to build on what’s there, gives us a reason to do this to save the future working groups time by simplifying things.

Comment:  The standard has a lot of holes.
MM:  The WDS issue is important for the mesh people.

Comment:  On slide 11, what’s an AP?

JE:  The blue box.

Comment:  The WDS connects APs together.  This is good for mesh.

Chair:  We need a better definition of the AP.
JE:  We should write descriptive text and see if that leads you to a position to modify the standards work.

MM:  Andrew raises a good question – who’s our customer?  

Comment:  One way to move forward is take 3-4 people, each with a different proposal and put them side-by-side.  You could do an educational thing to the working group on Wednesday.
JE:  If we go to the working group plenary, we can’t work it out.  You have a handful of qualified people vs. unqualified people with random output.

MM:  We could have a vote.

JE:  It would be meaningless.

MM:  It could give us an indication.  If there was a proposal to rewrite Section 5 and 95% vote for it, if we do the work, it’ll be accepted.
JE:  You would get 5 minutes to put up 3 slides.  The quality in my opinion is not good.

Comment:  They will say just do the work.
Chair:  Let’s put our options in a power point table:
	1. Eliminate DS concept
	Significant arch change
	

	2. Constrain the interpretation of the DS
	Limited arch change
	

	3. Provide examples of DS interpretations
	No arch change
	

	4. Provide description of the AP ignoring the DS concept (802.1D bridge)
	No arch change
	


MM:  An example we didn’t talk about is not having the DS at all.
Chair:  Is there any mention of the DS in 05/1606r0?  Yes, on the left side.  We have to keep the concept to describe this.
Comment:  The Network Management (NM) bubble scares me – it goes into the DS. 
Chair:  What concerns you about the NM?
Comment:  That’s the link into the .11 management functionality.  One of the .22 concepts is that it’s a bridge for APs using reach (FCC allows 46km).
JE:  I agree that I don’t like that.  You need a portal between the NM and DS.  The DS is not a LAN.
MM:  I’m unhappy about the diagram.  You should cross out DS and put in Ethernet.  The DS causes the argument.
JE:  If you put the DS in the AP, that solves the problem.  You have an actual LAN to connect things to.

MM:  That’s not the definition of the functionality of the DS.
JE:  Let’s not do any of this – it’s too big.  Let’s just fall back to the descriptive text.  We could spend multiple days for the modified text and we’ll still not agree.  Then if we get to letter ballot, all hell breaks loose.
Chair:  If the text speaks to people’s confusion, the work is useful.

MM:  Even if we build a bridge, we don’t know if people will cross it.

JE:  Not many people care.  There is only a handful of people here having the debate.  Is it worth the effort?
Chair:  The WG charted this.

JE:  The charter is more descriptive than substantive.

MM:  There are clear areas where there are inconsistencies:  DS, DSS.  The document is confused between the two.  Another option is to fix the things we think are wrong.  We can still keep the descriptions to the DS as vague, but fix the inconsistencies.  Multiple interpretations are valid.  

Chair:  The feedback on the conference call was that people were comfortable with the changes you made.
MM:  I didn’t get that feeling.  It might be interesting to revisit this and see how much valid changes are without changing anything architecturally.  It may not be possible.  11i assumes the AP is a bridge.
MM:  Let’s go back to our list of options and add one:

	1. Eliminate DS concept
	Significant arch change
	

	2. Constrain the interpretation of the DS
	Limited arch change
	

	3. Provide examples of DS interpretations
	No arch change
	

	4. Provide description of the AP ignoring the DS concept (802.1D bridge)
	No arch change
	

	5. Fix the obvious errors and inconsistencies in the text (combine with ones with examples)
	No arch change
	


Chair:  We should at least do #5.  We can have the use of the DS in practice, examples of interpretations and how things are really implemented.  These can all be separate from the architectural diagram.
MM:  Back to Andrew’s question.  Who’s the customer?  This would be helpful to new people.
Chair:  First timers, other task groups, all people who come here to learn the lingo and get a mental model and countless academics as well.  Let’s continue this discussion afterwards.  Let’s come back at 8 o’clock on Thursday and look at the AP function and get some volunteers to write that text.  I think there is a way to leverage the work Mike has done and give some examples and definitions of the AP functionality.
MM:  If we go in that direction, remove portal, make clarifications and rephrase, it becomes fixes vs. architectural changes.  But we have to decide if that’s the way we want to go.  If we throw it away and start from scratch, it’s a waste of time.  But it sounds like we’re not going to do that.

Chair:  I’ve not heard a proposal to do #1.

MM:  #1 would be sensible if we got a feeling the working group would accept it.  I accept that it’s difficult to do.

Chair:  Deltas on what exists are easier to accept then massive changes.  That’s human nature.

In recess. 6:05pm

Thursday, January 20, 2005 8AM
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Tuesday, January 20, 2005 8:09 AM by Dorothy Stanley.

Chair status
· We were originally going to give our presentation to TGm at 1:30.  It’s been changed to 4 because of the TGn vote.
· The plan for today was clarification of the AP functions and devices, but the people are not here – Juan-Carlos and Darwin.

· Mike put up another presentation (05/0055r0).  It makes sense to go through that as input into the options.
DS Elimination - Mike Moreton – doc 05/0055r0
MM:  At the teleconference, we went quickly though a submission which got rid of the portal and kept the DS.  People weren’t happy because if forced one interpretation of the DS.  After Monday’s discussion, this submission is an experiment.  One option, what if we got rid of the portal and integration function.  The feeling was it was a big impact.  I extended the document to see how much of an impact it would be.  Not all the text is ready for incorporation.  A lot needs more work.  However, it gives an idea of how many changes.  In reality, there were a lot of changes – 20 pages.  So, to get back to the question early on in the week, can we really do this?  We’d have to go through a lot of process of refinement and commenting on.  What is the value of that?  It won’t help anyone familiar with the standard.  Only people coming new to it.  There might be other ways to help them.  I’m not going to propose this.  It’s too much personally for me to do.  Others can do it.
Let’s go through a couple of things we should do in any case.  Mainly, a lot of stuff in Section 5, the architectural description.  There are a couple of useful things to put in the standard – 6.1.4 MSDU format.  There is nothing that tells you how to send LLC frames and bridge through to Ethernet.  You need to follow the ISO standard for how to do the conversion between the two formats.

The second thing is that although the standard talks about MA-UNITDATA, it does not talk about M-UNITDATA – the 802.1D interface to the MAC Relay Entity.  The problem is that the description is in 802.1c on how it worked in 802.11.  That needs to be updated because of the TGi changes.  Instead of getting 802.1 to update their document, we should have a description in our document.  We can use these interfaces between the MAC and the DS in terms of data passing (Section 6.2.2 AP MAC data services).
The third thing, 6.2.2.1, in 802.1X terms, is that we are an instantiation of a virtual port for each station.  We need a description on how it works.  This is a strange port – there are only unicast frames.  We need a separate port for broadcast and multicast frames.  There should be some explanation on that.  TGi didn’t mention this.  802.1X is port based – and what is a port?  Questions?  Comments?

Dave Bagby (DB):  What is the problem statement?
MM:  Why are we doing this?  In my view, loads of people have built APs successfully.  The problem is people new to the process or another group that has to integrate .11, people find it hard to understand the architecture with the DS.  The great thing about the DS is its flexibility, but that makes it hard to understand.
DB:   Tutorial text would help.  Historically, we allowed for 2 things when we started .11:  mobile anything broke the assertion build into .3.  For example:  the address no longer represented the location.  A layer of indirection was needed - which led to the AP concept.

Second, the medium and the interface could be different.  Bridging is different from providing a layer of indirection for mobility. The bridging architecture should not need to change.  You don't bridge to .11.  You bridge to the medium that is the DS.  I wrote most of the text in the standard and took a lot of flap for putting in descriptions.  The standard is only what it is, not why.  There is a need for an architectural overview, of which .11 is a subcomponent.
MM:  Like any architecture, it requires maintenance.  No one has the time to do a proper job.  Most of us have particular groups we should attend.
DB:  That’s why I haven’t been here.

MM:  That’s why Jon Edney isn’t here.  It’s not in the interest of our sponsors to do that.  That’s the problem with putting descriptions in a document – it has to be 100% accurate.

DB:  A separate architecture document, normative or informative, I suspect that would be the most useful.  It would help coordinate, provide the missing context and how they interrelate.
Chair:  It is within the scope of this group to make a recommendation, but not do the work ourselves.

MM:  We need an architectural tutorial.  Anything that we would produce would not have the ease of understanding that a tutorial written by one person would have.
Chair:  Let’s focus back on the alternatives.  In looking at the spec, we’ve gone through possible levels of changes.

	1. Eliminate DS concept
	Significant arch change
	

	2. Constrain the interpretation of the DS
	Limited arch change
	

	3. Provide examples of DS interpretations
	No arch change
	

	4. Provide description of the AP ignoring the DS concept (802.1D bridge)
	No arch change
	

	5. Fix the obvious errors and inconsistencies in the text (combine with ones with examples)
	No arch change
	


Comment:  #1, although attractive abstractly, practically, it’s not going to happen.

DB:  I like generalization.  I don’t have the desire to have the AP interactions specified.  I want flexibility more than specifics.

MM: Most people want it tightened up in their interpretation.

Comment:  And they want it simplified.

Chair:  #2 is to keep the concept of the DS, add more description about the architecture and the lli and WDS impact.

DB:  TGi completely changed this.  They now do association before authentication.  Since the assumption was the other way around, does that change the text?  Did we build in ordering?
Chair:  There is 802.11 authentication and user authentication.

DB:  The old authentication service may need some text.  .11 requires conceptually to have a certain type of medium interface.

Chair:  What do you mean?

DB:  1X is tied to Ethernet connections – is it separate?

MM:  Separate from .3.  It does have an assumption of a physical connection.

DB:  Originally, certain assumptions were made.  DSM was singular.  It’s now turned into multiples – one for .1X and another part for the distribution action.  It’s more complicated.

Chair.  What else should I capture in #2.

DB:  Expand the description to add 11i.


MM:  It may not be possible – it’s all different with 11i.

Chair:  #1 is a good idea in theory, but not practical.

MM:  When you associate, you get access to the distribution service.

DB:  Until 11i, there was authentication before association.

MM:  That’s not true with i.  You associate, pass frames, and then get access to the distribution service.  

Chair:  We have two options:  keep the DS and expand the description, all that plus add lli.
MM:  Not with keeping the DS as it is.  11i changes are so contradictory, it needs a big rewrite.

DB:  You should take the service approach.
MM:  You may be right.  It scares me a bit.  Once you start typing, it gets bigger than you expect.  If you change one thing, it changes another.

DB:  What’ the time constraint?

Chair:  The group closes at the end of the March meeting.  Any further work would go through m unless we recommend another group be formed.  This group has the focus on improving the description, making it consistent, adding AP functions, providing a better AP description, etc. and getting it to m at the next meeting.  We have a lot of work to do, so let’s continue going through them here.  Let’s agree on the ones we want to do.  The difference between #2 and #3 – is that useful?
MM:  Yes

Chair reads through items in table.

Chair:  another piece on AP function description, is 05/1606r0 picture that Darwin put together.  We have a spreadsheet that is an exhaustive list of AP functions.  We should plan for how we can incorporate that.  There are no architectural changes. Add #6 Add AP and AP functional description.  We need to capture a better definition of an AP as a logical, not a physical entity.  # 7 Architectural tutorial documents.  This is a new work item.  It’s something we’ve not signed up to do.
DB:  Within your constraints, #4, 5 and 6 are the ones that have a pragmatic chance.  I’m still skeptical.  This is either a major project or you can’t get this done in this time frame.

Chair:  Keeping the DS and an example description (#2) is doable.
Comment:  How are 2 and 3 different?

MM:  11i stuff.  Section 5 is not complete.  There are big holes.  #7 is a submission.  We could pass a motion to put a link on their web page to this tutorial for new readers.  It would not be included in any formal document. 
DB:  You should avoid the letter ballot process.

MM:  Anything written by committee doesn’t read very well often.  Unless you have a superhero of an editor.
Chair:  I think I’m hearing agreement to not further consider option 1.

MM:  Does anyone think we should consider option 1?

Chair:  We have a moral obligation to do #4.

MM:  There are not a huge number of errors.

DB:  I don’t get the implicit categorizations.  If it doesn’t account for i, is that an error?

MM:  In the definition of an ESS, it includes integrated LANs.  In the picture of the ESS, it doesn’t include integrated LANS.  It can fall one way or the other.

DB:  Is that omission vs. text?  If the 11i impact isn’t described, is that an omission?

MM:  We should include areas people are having problems with.  We can improve the description without changing the meaning.  To fix 11i is so much bigger than #2.
Chair:  How is #2 different from #4?  Could we combine them?  #4 is narrower.
MM:  If we limit ourselves to errors, there are a small amount of changes – maybe only 2 or 3.

DB:  I don’t agree.  The author says that’s confusion on the part of the reader.
  It was only 13 years ago.
Chair:  I’ll put your name (Mike) by #4.  What extent have you done #2?

MM:  It’s mostly ripping things out.  I’m quite happy to have my name against #2.

Chair:  #3?

DB:  If you touch that one, you need to do an architecture document.

Chair:  It’s a matter of degree.

DB:  .11 wants things to be perfect.  If you start one, you have to do others.

MM:  You could to the text, turn it over to m and run.

DB:  Bob won’t let you get away with it.

MM:  It’s difficult to get people to fix things.

Chair:  Where in the list would the 802.1D changes be?  #5?

MM:  Yes.

Chair:  We should make a decision on 11i – or get a volunteer to write the text.

MM:  To do a proper job, there is a lot of work.  You need to change names to get it to work properly.   If you change something with a familiar name, like authentication, it builds and builds.  I don’t think we’ll get a volunteer.  
Chair:  What about #5?  I can talk with Jon Edney.  Between the two of you, Mike, is that reasonable to do?

MM:  I started with a couple options and now I’m doing all of them.

Chair:  #6 I’ll put down Darwin and Jon Edney.

MM:  When I see Darwin’s diagram, I can’t see that in the standard.  It’s an implementation.
DB:  You could create a tutorial and use this as an example of an implementation.

Chair:  What about an appendix?

DB:  .11 wrote the link layer specification.  That belongs in a separate document.

Chair:  04/1225r4 is looking at the AP function summary.  It’s intended to be a comprehensive list of what’s in an AP. (Chair describes other sections of document.)
DB:  A lot of that begins to touch on products.  It has little to do with the .11 protocol or the architecture.

DB: We want to do something before the group goes away.  How much should we bite off?  What constraints do we have to help narrow down the choices?
Chair: (05/0021r0 slide 7) Chair reviews the scope.

MM:  Is anyone who asked for this in the room?

Chair:  People have conflicts with other groups.  Some don’t attend .11.  Some attend .21 or groups in the IETF.
DB:  People are good at asking other groups for work.

Chair:  Let’s not spend time on why we’re doing it.  We’re doing it for ourselves to improve the document.  #2 improves our document.

Comment:  Outside of the DS, I’ve not had a problem with the integration functions of the AP.  It made sense to me.

Chair:  What’s the consensus?

MM:  Go back to slide 11.  I’ve got some things against me.  We should do those things.  Do #7, which includes 6.

DB:  At that point, you can make a different recommendation to the working group.  We’ve looked into it and here’s a larger problem.  If we extend past March, we need something other than an ad hoc group.
Chair:  (slide 7) We need to come up with some text about the AP functional description in the standard and the AP device.
DB:  That should be fairly simple.  The .11 architecture doesn’t talk about a physical device.

Comment:  Its suppose to be abstract.

DB:  5 of 100 think abstractly.  Others want to touch and feel.  That’s what I’ve observed.

MM:  From empirical evidence, people have no problem building APs.

Chair:  Darwin was the most adamant about the need for #6.  Document 1225 is an output of the group for people who want more details.  It doesn’t claim to be complete, but it is an output of the group that people can reference.

MM:  We can then declare victory.

Chair:  Absolutely.

MM:  I think we’re closing in on a way forward.  On the tutorial document, I suggest we make a call for a volunteer.  There is a lot to be said about not having a committee write it.

Comment:  What status does that document have?

MM:  If it has a status, we have to get it right.  The fact that it has no status is its strength.  If we’re happy with it as a group, we can go to the working group to pass a motion that there should be a link on the web site for a suitable tutorial.  Other sites have this.

Comment:  Do we have to send it to the working group body for approval?

MM:  To get it on the web site, yes.  But not for review.
Chair:  Another way to deal with this, that’s within the scope for the ad hoc, is to invite a member to write it, review it internally and then offer it to the group.  The submission can be referenced in some other way.  There is not a whole lot more on AP functions that we can add to 1225.  There is not a lot of value in massaging 1225 into another format.

Comment:  Does #5 include #7?

MM:  I’m not sure.  I can see benefits of having #5 there as an extra section in Section 5.  It might give a logical place to put that without changing the DS.  I could get a volunteer to look at it.  We can schedule a teleconference to review progress.

Chair:  I put down teleconferences for February 2, February 16 and March 9 at noon eastern.  We can target submissions.

MM:  I’ll see if I’m available.  I can’t make February 2.

Chair:  Would a different day that week work?  February 3rd?

MM:  Yes.

Chair:  On Thursday from 4-6, we’ll walk TGm through the options we’re pursuing and get feedback.  Thank you Mike and Jon for all your work.  I’ll speak with Darwin, Juan-Carlos and Roger.

MM:  Will you put this document on the server?

Chair:  Yes.  It will be 05/0021r1.  Are there any other questions?  Any other business?

	1. Eliminate the DS, introduce new language to describe the arch
	Major Arch Changes
	Good idea in theory, not practical

	2. Keep DS, improve the DS description
	Minor Arch Changes
	MM

	3. Add 802.11i impact
	Minor Arch Changes
	No volunteer

	4. Fix clear errors in the text
	No arch changes
	Small number - MM

	5. Add descriptive text of a DS instantiation (802.1D)
	No arch changes
	Informative text MM to investigate

	6. Improve AP Description
	No arch changes
	DE

	7. Arch Tutorial Doc, AP Functions 
	Submission(s), not part of Std doc
	Need Volunteers

JE-Arch Tutorial

DE,J-CZ,RD-APF


Adjourn 9:38 am.  
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