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Wednesday, January 12, 2005
Call to Order & Agreement on Agenda
Meeting called to order on Wednesday, January 12, 2005 by Dorothy Stanley.

Roll Call
Bruce Kraemer

Kapil Sood

Jon Edney

Darwin Engwer

Fred Haisch

Mike Moreton

D-J Shyy

Dorothy Stanley

Sandy Turner

Juan-Carlos Zuniga

Chair:  Agenda discussion

Proposed Agenda:

· 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

This group is pursuing two main tracks:

· Access Point Functional (APF) Definition:  Documents 1225, 1660

· Distribution System (DS) definition: Document 1573

AP Functional Description Content/Submissions

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

Mike Moreton (MM) – doc 04/1573r0 – DS Draft Text

Key points from Mike’s summary of the document:

· Portal is deleted by making the assumption that the DS is always an IEEE 802.1D bridged network.

· There is no description of the 11F broadcast frame spoofing due to the unfavourable reaction of IEEE 802.1..

· Added M-UNITDATA.xxx primitives so the reader doesn’t have to go to IEEE 802.1D.

· Since 802.11 handles station mobility more within the DSS, remove the incorrect statement that station mobility is done within the MAC layer.

· Uncontrolled port frames should have been specified as being sent with fromDS and toDS to false.  It’s too late to change this.

Definitions

· BSS:  One set of STAs are controlled by a single coordinating function.  What if there are geographically overlapping BSSes, which use DCF?  We should change the BSS definition to "a set of stations that have synchronized their clocks as described in Clause 11.1."

· ESS:  There is confusion in the standard on whether to include non-802.11 devices as part of the ESS.  Although the definition says it does, the diagrams show they don’t.  It’s not useful to make a distinction.

· DS:  The terms distribution service and distribution system service (DSS) are confusing.  I renamed the first one the “MSDU Forwarding Service”.  The DSS is a set of services, one of which is the DS.

· Infrastructure:  This definition is not used.  I added “Infrastructure BSS” since there wasn’t a definition.  There should be an abbreviation for this, but I left this open.

· BSA, ESA:  Both are defined in terms of “conceptual area”.  Does this mean “geographical area”?

· Minimally conformant network:  It’s not used, so I got rid of it.

Jon Edney (JE):  This is important work, but I’m struggling with the impact on the AP functionality side.  Should we completely restructure the DS before doing the definition of the AP?  One influences the other.

MM:  There is not a huge effect on what you’re doing.  A lot comes down to a couple of clumps.

JE:  It does. My concept of DS and DSS is the AP is one gigantic logical entity.  When there is an association, you are bringing the DS and AP into a common logical concept.  We should keep the DS term, because people use it.  The interconnection of APs needs to be sorted out.

MM:  The diagrams show separate APs connected by the DSS.

JE:  Fine, but it’s not conceptualized in the standard today.  The DS is not an interconnecting mechanism, but a logical concept.  

MM:  I’m not sure I agree with this.  If you associate with more than one AP, the DS won’t work.

JE:  The whole thing comes unstitched when you talk about associating to the DS and later association to individual APs.  The first part of the association to the DS needs to be removed before we can talk about your interconnection mechanism.

MM:  Yes, but the action of association with a DS triggers spoofing.

Darwin Engwer (DE):  There are two aspects:  the mobile station association with an AP, it needs to update the DS so the DS knows how to route the packets through it to get to that mobile station.

JE:  Association is a service of DS?  What’s your interpretation of that?

MM:  The whole thing is very confused.

JE:  We need to untangle this.  What you’re doing is excellent work by cutting out and removing the weird concepts that create confusion.

MM:  The DS is an IEEE 802.1D bridged network.  Although very little is said in Section 5 that uses that, by saying that, you set a framework for the discussion.  It tightens down the options.  One little statement tightens it up a great deal.

JE:  I don’t know.  I feel it takes more than that.

Chair:  In Section 5.3.2, association/dissociation/reassociation are activities/functions that happen in an AP, not a DS.

JE:  But described in terms of the DS.  We need to cut out or recarve this.

MM:  I’m wary of redoing all the services stuff.  That’s a big job.

JE:  I agree, but I can’t answer the question, is the association a service of the DS?  There are two conflicting descriptions of what an association means?  I know it’s a lot of work, but if we don’t get rid of stuff in there, it creates more confusion.

DE:  Some people use it as a basis to create confusion.  There is nothing wrong with it being an abstract entity.  That vagueness and generalability allowed us as a group of vendors to develop a wide array of products.  I know your point about the IEEE 802.1D bridged network.  Why make that a limitation?

MM:  I’m not saying it has to be.  It’s for the purposes of description I believe.  Building it is anything you feel like.

Chair:  We discussed this earlier.  We want to make sure changes are internally consistent.  If we go beyond what you’ve done Mike, we shouldn’t be afraid of that.  We want to make it clear for people.  Section 5.3.2 lists the services provided by the DS.  If the services listed are not provided by the DS, but provided by the AP, let’s rearrange them and call them out.  In looking at Figure 7 and your changes, is the AP part of the DS?

MM:  The DSN does not include the AP.

Chair:  The DS boundary is the same.  You’re not changing that at all?

MM:  If I was writing this from scratch, I agree with the comments.  The AP provides access to the DS and its services.

Chair:  It’s consistent to say the AP provides the association and to say it’s a DS service cause that’s what the AP does provide.

MM:  I believe so.  However, if it takes this amount of semantic twiddling to understand it, it’s clearly not a clear definition.

Chair:  Maybe an expansion of that definition to describe exactly what the AP provides as far as services to the DS.  Or give examples.

MM:  I think what Jon is arguing for is to make more radical changes.  Rather than providing these services by the DS, they’re provided by the AP.  If you do that, you get rid of the concept of the DS, but you’re left with the DSN – which connects the APs together.  Is that fair, Jon?

JE:  Let’s go over it again.  If three APs are attached to the DS, my understanding of the concept is it acts like a single network/AP/entity.  That’s what the DS does.  Any MSDUs coming out of one end go out the other.  It is working like a single box.  Having an association to the DS makes sense.   You can’t have two associations to the DS.  You can’t make two associations to the same AP.  You can’t be connected twice to the blob.  That’s not the way most people view it.  Most look at is as an interconnection.  The first is more like a giant logical AP.  The second is an interconnection.  They are very different.  I like the second one better.  The first concept should be excised from the standard.

MM:  That’s a valid interpretation of the DS, but not the only valid interpretation of the DS.  That’s the problem with the current description of the DS.  I can tinker around with the definition, but it would only meet my interpretation of the DS and others would be unsatisfied.

JE:  My preference is to remove the terms and concept of the DS and put in terms you’re proposing.

MM:  I was worried I went way too far with this section.  You’re saying I didn’t go far enough.

Comment:  The difficulty is removing something that’s been in publication for ten years.  You could make the proper changes, but begin it with a paragraph on the history.  This is a way to make technical progress, without a political uproar.

MM:  That’s a good idea.

JE:  It’s good to have the information in a paragraph, and then remove every reference to DS and have no effect on any implementations.

MM:  Wow.

JE:  No one disagrees.

MM:  Is this a big change that it’s too much for us to do?

JE:  What I said is if you do this, then we can make the AP description on how the architecture is now properly described.

DE:  Be careful in that you’ve not got many comments from the reflector.  This topic may require a lot of discussion and negotiations.  It could generate more controversy than you think.  

Comment:  Even if most of the reaction is emotional, it still has to be dealt with.

JE:  I agree.  People have their head around the DS and are comfortable with it.

DE:  Some people are hanging back and waiting until the real meeting to speak up.

Chair:  For a practical point of view, one way to move forward with Mike and Jon’s draft is to come up with another document to take the next step.  It would see what the description looks like and see if people are comfortable with it.

MM:  That is beyond what I can do.

Chair:  Are we talking about eliminating the concept of the DS?

MM:  Yes.

Chair:  Do we keep the DSN?

MM:  Give it a different name.

JE:  This topic is easier to deal with face-to-face.  It’s useful to have pictures when you’re talking about this.

Chair:  We can do this at the meeting next week.

MM:  You may find a lot of the changes are deletions.

JE:  There are three ways. One, Section 5 is the conceptual architecture issues.  Two, define the functions as services.  Three, interconnecting the AP.  There is a problem in the last way.

AP Functional Description Content/Submissions.
· (c) Additional discussion

Darwin Engwer – doc 04/1606r0 – AP Functions Diagram

DE:  Does this end at 10?

Chair:  I want to give you some time to summarize 1606.

DE:  First, I had a document I prepared myself which went back to clause 5 and pulled out all sections that talk about the DS and AP.  In particular, 5.3 the second paragraph of the 1999 version.  It doesn’t explicitly specify the details of the DS implementation, but instead specifies services.  It talks about what the station and DS services are.  What if the service is provided by an AP?  The problem is it doesn’t fully address those things that are part of an AP and larger than the AP – that thing the DS refers to – the amorphous blob between an AP.

JE:  That’s the problem.  There is no reference to other APs.  If it is an 802.1D bridge and a set of IEEE 802 devices, not an AP, we need to make that disconnect for Mike’s stuff to be meaningful.

DE:  Exactly.  I’m going to the document I posted to the server last night.  It’s just one slide, then a couple of slides to expand on the terms.  In general, it is showing what functions applied to the data outbound from the DS.  (He describes the slides).  That’s the 60 second overview.  The 120 second one requires going through each box.  

Chair:  Sure, go through it.

DE:  This is conceptual.  Various implementations might shuffle these around.  (He expands on the boxes).  What I’m trying to show is my view of what are primarily AP functions and make sure our list in the spreadsheet included all of these items.  It includes some.  In particular, it does not address the question of queuing (fairness, unfairness), broadcast management and data scheduling options of normal and multiple MSDUs.  Are there any comments?

Comment:  Were you going to try to make any more changes before Monterey?  What were you going to do next?  This is not completely aligned with the list of functions that Jon put out.

DE:  That list is a work in progress.  We’re trying to collect as many as we could.  That’s the goal of 1606 and that diagram.  It gives us another way to visualize an AP to help us make the list more complete.

Chair:  Let’s update the list with the items not there and issue another version of 1225.  Let’s also synchronize the terminology. Let’s note the differences so we can reconcile them.  Or going forward, if we put it in a diagram of AP functions, let’s make it consistent with the spreadsheet list.

DE:  Right.

Chair:  Next week we have 2 meeting times:  Tuesday at 4 and Thursday at 8.  Come prepared Tuesday at 4 and we can start going through the updated documents.  We could start with Mike’s material and get agreement on the architecture.  We could then focus on that detailed list and terminology.

Adjourn
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Abstract


Minutes of the 802.11 Access Point Functionality (APF) AdHoc Committee teleconference held January 12, 2005.
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