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Tuesday, March 15, 2005
4:00 pm
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Tuesday, March 15, 2005 by Dorothy Stanley.

Chair:  Dorothy Stanley

Secretary:  Sandy Turner

Chair status
Chair:  Agenda discussion

Proposed Agenda (11-05/0187r1):
· Call to Order

· Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures 

· Review IP policy: “Slide 4” and “Slide 5”

· 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 05/117 (Feb 3), 05/158 (Feb 16th), 05/202 (Mar 9th)

· Chair’s status

· Tuesday 4:00-6:00pm 

· 05/120 – Description of AP (60 min)

· 04/1225 – AP Function Details (15 min)

· 5:30 – 6:00pm – 05/240 -N. Finn – Generalized LAN Emulation 

· Tuesday 7:30-9:30pm 

· Request for 802.1 work (7:30pm)

· 05/105,115 –Text errors and clarifications, DS Interfaces

· 05/159 – Integration Function Description

· Wednesday 1:30-3:30 – Presentations and Motions in TGm

· 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 status (cont.)
Chair went over the following:
· Background of group (slide 6)

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

· Attendance: Reminder to sign the electronic attendance form
Approve Agenda
Chair: Any there any changes to the agenda?

None

Approve Meeting Minutes from conference calls
Chair:  Are there any objections to approving the Meeting Minutes from the February 3rd, February 16th and March 9th conference calls?

None

Chair status (cont.)
Chair went over the Options & Deliverables (slide 7), explaining that the shadowed items were discussed but were not done either because they couldn’t be done in our time frame or there were no volunteers.
AP Functional Description – Darwin Engwer – doc 05/120r6
Chair explained that this document would be accessible on the web.  It will not be submitted to IEEE TGm.  Key points from Darwin Engwer’s (DE) summary of the document:

Body
· UML style use case diagrams are used to pace APs in context with other elements in the WLAN System.  This extensible framework allows other groups to easily build on existing diagrams, without requiring detailed knowledge of the underlying AP functions.  Footers provide specific UML syntax information.
· There is an unstated condition that without an AP, the MU and DS can’t do anything.

· An Access Unit, which is an instantiation of a WLAN System, is a collection of AP functions which include the ACM STA, a Distribution System and a Portal.

· The IBSS is not considered a Wireless LAN.

· A correction was made to the “Primary ACM STA Functions” section to state that the MU will join with the ACM STA and associate with an AP (instead of associate with the ACM STA).
Primary ACM STA Functions
· Secondary functions not included in this document include the following:

· Moving management frames between the MU and the AP is considered a secondary function of the STA.  This document only covers primary functions.
Primary AP Functions
· This describes functions of a bridge without mentioning the term.

· Virtual ports in 802.11i are considered a secondary function.  
Primary DS Functions
· The functional interface to the DS, as described in Mike Moreton’s 05/115 document, is not included in this document.

· Broadcast and multicast are special cases of moving data.  Ask Dorothy if the actual DS interface is out of scope?
· The Authentication Server is considered outside the WLAN System (Figure 3).

Primary Portal Function
· The WDS is not included since it is not a primary function.  WDS is not a form of a DS.  It is an unfortunate name.  Mike Morteon did a document on this (05/105r4).
Summary
· A DS could be part of a different DS, although this does not apply to a physical entity.
· The WDS does not reside in any of the components or path in Figure 2 or 4.  It’s a special function of the ACM STA that allows it to deliver MSDUs to an attached entity – not a MU.
· A mesh network is not defined in the standard.
AP Function Summary – Jon Edney, Darwin Engwer – doc 04/1225r8
Key points include:
AP Analysis
· Darwin explained Use case 2 in terms of the Associate Request.  The Assocate Response frame would go over the air, and not go up to the DS, since there is no interface between the AP and the DS.  Mike’s interface would solve this.
Generalized LAN Emulation – Norman Finn – doc 05/0240r0
Key points include:

Slide 3 What is an “Emulated LAN”?
· The emulated LAN appears as a fat yellow coax from people above (slide 6).  It is an attempt to make a bunch of point-to-point and/or point-to-multipoint links look to the bridge, like a shared medium.
Slide 14 Observation
· An AP appears as point-to-point links to STAs.  The STAs are dependent on the bridge for communication.
Slide 37 A small “Emulated LAN”
· The relay function was not shown.
· If the orange link were to fail, it doesn’t work.  That’s why VPLS and ATMLAN do it differently.  If a link fails, they can signal to recover.
Slide 41 Head PA Forwarding Rules
· The bottom line for control is the Head PA Forward Rules.

Slide 54 802.11
· An AP is an example of what’s covered in a small addition to the forwarding rules.  The four-address format is required to allow a Bridge to be a Station.
Adjourn 6:02 pm
Tuesday, 7:30pm March 15, 2005
Reconvene 7:31pm

Agenda (11-05/0187r1):
· Tuesday 7:30-9:30pm 

· Request for 802.1 work (7:30pm)

· 05/105,115 –Text errors and clarifications, DS Interfaces

· 05/159 – Integration Function Description

Suggested Liaison to IEEE 802.1 – Mike Moreton, Dorothy Stanley– doc 05/0185r1
Key points include:

· The Chair gave some background on our November 2004 Joint meeting with 802.1.  If the Ad Hoc Committee agreed to the suggested liaison and it was approved on Friday, we could ask Stuart Kerry to forward the request to Tony Jeffree.

· 802.11 was just one of the many activities Norm Finn’s earlier presentation was geared to.
· Potential applications in 802.11 include:
· Virtual ports (using a different key for unicast versus broadcast)
· Forwarding table update

· Most AP manufacturers overcome this by sending out either a broadcast frame or using the 802.11F XID frame.
· The Bernard Aboba comment in the “Forwarding Table Update” did not seem to be relevant and was removed.
Chair:  Any objections to sending this to 802.1?
None

Chair:  Hearing one, from a process point of view, should we send this as an individual or on behalf of the group?  If the latter, we need to have a vote.

MOTION:  Request Stuart Kerry to forward the liaison request in 05/185r2 to IEEE 802.1 Working Group, on behalf of the IEEE 802.11 Working Group.
Mover:  Darwin Engwer

Seconder: Jon Edney

Results:  Yes-5, No-0, Abstain: 1

Comment:  In ad hoc mode, anyone can vote.
DS Clarifications – Mike Moreton – doc 05/0105r3
The Chair mentioned one hour was allotted to go over comments.  She said a fair amount of time had been spent in the February conference calls going over this document.  She knew there were a lot of comments and would create an r4 with the changes we agreed on.  We might not get through all of it.  She was open to suggestions.

Comment:  Is there an agreement that this is required?

Chair: That is one option.  Let’s go through the changes suggested.

Comments included:

Uncontrolled Port Frames to AP Do Not Transit the DS
· Delete the middle paragraph since the delivery of uncontrolled port frames can’t be going to the DS.
· Delete the last descriptive paragraph.
Clarification of ESS
· Remove the descriptive text and change the definition to say integrated LAN devices are not part of the ESS.
Changes to BA and ESA
· Change “geographical area” to “area”.
Definition of WDS
· WDS is an unfortunate name since it doesn’t have anything to do with the DS.
· Need to look at the definition Mike Moreton added.
3.5 association
· ”MSDU Relay Service” has an implication on the architecture.

3.13 basic service area
· Change “geographical area” to “area”.
3.14 basic service set
· Change the first sentence from “that have executed the synchronization procedure” to “set of stations that have synchronized using the procedure”.
3.31 MSDU Relay
· Remove.
3.43 extended service area
· Remove geographical.
3.123 Wireless Distribution System
· Wireless going building to building has nothing to do with the distribution system.  It should be a mechanism for wireless communication.  The four address frame format is useful.
5.2.2 Distribution system concepts
· Remove the changes to the fourth paragraph.
· Undelete the last sentence in the first paragraph after Figure 2.

· Remove the last two paragraphs.

5.2.2.1 Extended service set
· Clarification of ESS.
5.3.2 DSS
· Delete Figure 7 – it’s including non-802.11 things (e.g. portal, integrated LAN).
5.2.4 Integration with wired LANs
· Remove the “terminating any protocols that might be required to maintain the STA to AP location mapping” in the last sentence in the paragraph after Figure 6 since it is not true.
5.3 Logical service interfaces
· Delete “MSDU Relay”.
5.3.2 DSS
· Delete the last paragraph.

· Delete “MSDU Relay”.

5.33 Multiple logical address spaces
· DSM is ok.
Chair:  Time check – one hour is up.  We should look at documents 05/115 and 05/159.

Comment:  Should we send one document to m?

Comment:  Finish this one.

Chair:  You had work to do on 05/115.

Comment:  Let’s get through this and just talk about 05/115 and 05/159 about our disposition.

Chair:  That’s an agreed upon plan.

5.33 Multiple logical address spaces (cont.)
· Change “reachability” to “transparency” two paragraphs above 5.4
5.4.1.1 MSDU Relay
· Delete.
5.4.2.2 Association
· Only modify the last paragraph.
· Don’t change Figure 9.
6.1.4 MSDU format
· Change the last sentence from “STA whether it is an AP or not” to “non-AP STA”.
· Cut and pasted the Primary Portal Function 802.1H reference in 05/120 (“along with a selective translation table (STT) that handles a few specific network protocols”) and place it in this paragraph.

Chair:  We will accept all changes and post this as r4.  Read through the document and provide comments:
Adjourn 8:36 pm
Wednesday, 1:30pm March 16, 2005

Joint Meeting with TGm
1:30 pm
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Tuesday, March 15, 2005 by Dorothy Stanley.

Chair of TGm:  Bob O’Hara

Chair of APF:  Dorothy Stanley
Secretary of APF:  Sandy Turner

Chair of TGm
Chair:  Agenda discussion

Proposed Agenda (11-05/0205r0):
· Review IEEE Patent Policy

· Review interpretation request procedure

· New business

· Submissions

· Continue with items from 04/801r3

· APF SC submission

· Instruct Editor to create 802.11REVma/d1.0

· Approve draft

· Forward draft to working group for letter ballot

· Interpretation Request

· Adjourn

Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures

Chair showed the two slides at http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt, 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

APF SC submission

Chair of APF:  Four documents were to be submitted for reference material: 05/120, 05/105, 05/257, 05/262.  Two documents were to be reference material:  04/1225, 05/159. 

AP Functional Description – Darwin Engwer – doc 05/0120r6
Dorothy Stanley gave an overview of the document.  The intent is an informative annex in the standard.
DS Clarifications – Mike Moreton, Darwin Engwer, Jon Edney, Johnny Zweig – doc 05/0105r4

Dorothy Stanley gave an overview of the document.  
Comment:  The addition of the paragraph in 6.1.4 will conflict with what I’m (Darwin Engwer) am going to suggest in a different paragraph.

Proposed Integration Function Informative Annex – Johnny Zweig – doc 05/0257r1
Darwin Engwer arrives (1:46 pm) and informs us 05/262 is not ready yet.
Johnny Zweig gave an overview of 05/0257r1.  

Key points include:

· He mentioned 05/159 explains how to do this, but he was hesitant about putting all the text in the annex.

· Bob O’Hara said it is appropriate to have elaborate examples in the annex (e.g. Annex G explains how to do OFDM encoding).
Chair of TGm:  We could do 05/105, but 05/120, 05/257 and 05/262 haven’t been on the server long enough.
AP Functional Description – Darwin Engwer – doc 05/0120r7
Key points included the following:
· DE added a reference in clause 2 for 802.1H.  Even though this is in 05/105, the editor will figure it out.
· UML use cases came in 2.0.  Since UML use case came in 2.0 and there is a reference to a UML manual before 2.0 came out, DE will change the reference to the 2004 specification instead of the manual.
Proposed DS Service Interface – Darwin Engwer, Johnny Zweig – doc 05/0262r1
Key points included the following:

· DE discussed how he still had two more primitives to define the interface between the MAC and DS.  This will make it easier to talk about the DS.
· After walking through what he had, DE asked if there was value in doing this and if so, where should it be included.
· Since there is no new functional requirement, this is just clarifying what’s there.  If you red the standard carefully and use common sense, you’ll be okay.

· Since the front cover says MAC and PHY specifications, would adding this allow interoperability earlier than later?

· Why not describe what the DS does, especially broad cast and multicast.
· MSDU stuff is in Clause 6 and the LME stuff is in Clause 10.
· A Cisco 1200 is not an AP.  It is an access unit – an implementation that includes an AP.
Moved: to adopt the text in document 05/105r4 and incorporate it into the 802.11REV-ma draft.
Moved; Dorothy Stanley, David Hunter
Chair of TGm:  Any discussion on the motion?

Comment (DE):  I missed when you went over this.  Are people happy with this, in particular Mike?  Can you live with this?
Comment (Mike Moreton):  I’m ok with it as far as I know

DE:  And Jon?

Chair of TGm:  Seeing no discussion, is there any objection to adoption of this on the screen?

None.

Chair of TGm:  Seeing no objection, it’s adopted unanimously.

Moved: to adopt the text in document 05/105r4 and incorporate it into the 802.11REV-ma draft.

Moved: Dorothy Stanley, David Hunter

Passes: unanimous

Moved: to incorporate the text from document 05/257r0, plus the examples from 05/159 (the result shown in 05/257r1), and incorporate it in the 802.11REV-ma draft.

Chair of TGm:  Any crafting of this motion before it is moved and seconded?

Chair of APF:  Do we need to say informative annex?

Chair of TGm:  Are the instructions are already in there?

Chair of APF:  Yes

Chair of TGm:  Any questions?

Moved: Sandra Turner, Darwin Engwer

Chair of TGm:  Any discussion?

None.

Chair of  TGm:  Any objections?

None.

Chair of TGm:  Seeing none, it passes unanimously.

Moved: to incorporate the text from document 05/257r0, plus the examples from 05/159 (the result shown in 05/257r1), and incorporate it in the 802.11REV-ma draft.

Moved: Sandra Turner, Darwin Engwer

Passes: unanimous
Chair of TGm:  That leaves 120 and 156.
DE:  I’d like feedback with a straw poll.

Straw Poll
Question: should we continue with the definition of the DS service interface presented in 05/262?

Yes: 6
No: 2

Chair of TGm:  Where do you want to put it?
Straw Poll

Question: How should this be done:

Clause 6: 4

Informative annex: 5

Chair of TGm:  Is there anything else the APF group would like to do?

Chair of APF:  That covers everything.  I’m delighted 105 and 257 are in and 120 and 252 tomorrow.

Chair of TGm:  As long as there is intelligent people in the room, lets go through some of the items in 05/22r1.  Simon had been assigned action item #71, which concerns clarification of the PHY Parameter Set element of a BSSDescription when no PHY parameter set is received in a Probe Response/Beacon (e.g. 802.11a).  He produced 05/209r0 that changes Clause 5.  We reviewed in on Monday and it’s been on the server since Monday afternoon.  Does anyone want to make a motion?
Moved: to resolve item #71 with the text in document 05/209r0.

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Jon Edney

Chair of TGm:  Any objection to adopting the motion before you?
Moved: to resolve item#71 with the text in document 05/209r0

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Jon Edney

Passes: unanimous

Chair of TGm:  Similarly, Item 93 concerns a problem with the SDL description in Annex C whereby a probe request frame is routed to the Distribution_Service block rather than the MLME_AP block.
Moved: To resolve item #93 with the text in document 05/209r0.

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Dorothy Stanley

Chair of TGm:  In the SDL, it can get pretty ugly.  Someone came up with a simple solution to a problem.  The probe request is being sent to the DS interface, instead of the MAC management interface.  Simon in 05/209r0, found a simple change in the SDL that would correct this.  Any discussion?
Comment: Should we change anything we’re not maintaining?
Chair of TGm: This implies it’s being maintained.  There are a large number of SDL bugs – some were rather important and are blatant problems.  A number of other SDL bugs we’ll not tackle.  Still some that are open will be closed without action at the end of this week.  I understand the opinions on both sides.  As long as we’re publishing it, keep it correct.
Comment: Could we make a statement that we’re not maintaining it.

Chair of TGm: The Working Group has not taken that position yet.

Comment: I’d like it corrected as much as possible.  Make all cost effective corrections.  Leaving something wrong that’s easy to fix is bad to me.
Chair of TGm: This is done with all volunteer labour.
Comment: Will things that are chosen to not be fixed stop you from getting a working implementation?
Chair of TGm:  If you implemented a MAC literally according to the SDL, you couldn’t do it and get it to work with existing products out there.

Comment:  Would it function and not be compliant with standard compliant products (e.g. not set certain bits)?
Chair of TGm:  I’m not aware of those types of errors.  There is a difficulty in that some things are described only in SDL, some only in text and some in both - but inconsistently.  
Comment:  Are any in normative text?
Chair of TGm:  Both are normative.  

Comment:  Diverging from the motion on the floor, are we capable of making that change?
Chair of TGm:  Graphically or using a SDL editor Terry dug up.  Any further discussion?  

None.

Chair of TGm:  Any objection to adopting?

Moved: To resolve item#93, with the text in document 05/209r0

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Dorothy Stanley

Passes: unanimous

Char of TGm:  One more.  There was a discussion a long time ago that the actual assocation/reassociation primitive and authentication primitive didn’t reflect what’s described in the rest of the document - especially Clause 11.  Everyone has built a MU request association to the AP and it indicates out of the MLME it’s received a request.  It sends back a response to the mobile station as described in Clause 11.  In Clause 10, the AP indicates the station is associated.
Comment (DE):  (Brings his laptop up and shows 04/639r1 Figures 1 and 2.)  What’s missing is the response.  The indication is improperly described.

Chair of TGm:  Ok, thank you.
Moved: to resolve item #39 with the text in document 04/639r1

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Fred Haisch

Chair of TGm:  Any discussion on the motion?
Comment:  You’re adding the response correctly and modifying the confirm.  Are you modifying the confirm parameters as to compared with what’s in the standard?
DE:  There is no change in the 1.1.1.2.2 authenticate confirm.  In the case of the associate confirm in 1.1.2.2.2, it previously only sited the result code, but other info comes back to be passed to the SME per request – capability information, associationID, supported rates.  Similarly in the reassociate.confirm – same change.  We tried and Simon recommended the path with the least amount of changes as possible.  In the case of other primitives, the request additional parameters need to perform the reassociation response procedure.  Instead, the MLME already has this information in its internal state.
Comment:  Did you change the authenticate as well?
Chair of TGm:  He added the response.

Comment:  The MAC level authentication is more purely a MAC function.

Chair of TGm:  Not necessarily.  Something other than open system, shared key requires an external challenge.

Comment:  Then you need the WEP key in the MAC?
Comment:  The existing primitive does not let the SME be involved in the process.  If you use the shared key, it needs another parameter – or use what’s included in the MLME internally.

Comment:  A real authentication would go into the next state – Hello MAC, I’m here.

Chair of TGm:  This would happen if the SDL was correct.

Comment:  If it was me, I wouldn’t do it.

Comment:  Do you feel strong enough to amend it?

Comment:  No.  There is little description in the pre-11i text of the protocol when it gets in this state.

Comment:  The STA always responds with success. 
Chair of TGm: Any other discussion?

Comment:  Call the question.

Chair of TGm:  Any objection?

Moved: to resolve item #39 with the text in document 04/639r1

Moved: Darwin Engwer, Fred Haisch

Passes: 7-0-6

Chair of TGm:  This brings us to the end.  We will meet at 1:30 in Baker tomorrow to consider the remaining two motions on the AP material, any other work items on the spreadsheet, create a draft and forward it with a letter ballot and make the draft available for sale.  There are two meeting slots – 1:30 and 4.  The absolute latest documents can be on the server is just before the end of the 12:30 slot in the morning.  Four meeting hours is no later than 12 noon.  The earlier the better.
Adjourn 3:26 pm
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