September 2004
doc.: IEEE802.11-04/1056-00



 IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

Minutes for the Study Group WNM September 2004 Session

Date: 

September 14, 2004
Author:
Paul Gray
AirWave Wireless, Inc.
1700 El Camino Real Suite 500
San Mateo, CA 94025
Phone: 650-286-6107
Fax: 650-286-6101
e-Mail: paul@airwave.com
Monday, September 13, 2004

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
1. Chair calls the conference to order at 6:00 PM 
2. Attendance

3. Review 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

f. Roberts Rules
4. Objectives for Meeting 04-739r1
a. PAR & 5 Criteria
5. Chair – we need to elect a new Chair either now or future.

6. Call for papers

a. Joe Kwak tonight

b. Joe Kwak has 2 additional presentations if time allows

7. Review Proposed Agenda
8. Motion to approve agenda


Motion


Move to approved the agenda for Study Group WNM
Moved by Joe Kwak

Second by Andrew Myles

Motion passes unanimously
9. Motion to accept minutes


Motion


Move to accept the minutes from teleconferences
Moved by Lars Falk

Seconded by Roger Skidmore

Motion passes unanimously 

10. Presentation - Review PAR & 5 Criteria – 11-04/537r7 - Worstell
a. PAR & 5 Criteria

b. Comment – Our scope is too vague and encompasses everything.  Answer – we placed some additional explanatory notes to address this.
c. Comment – we should delay the start of this group until 802.11k is complete and vendors and researchers have had time to figure out what is needed.  

d. Comment – We left the scope very broad so we have flexibility to come back and change it.
e. Question – How do we measure success or how do we know when we are done?  Answer – In TGk at the end of every meeting we asked the question “Are we ready for Letter Ballot”.  

f. Question – Are there any real world scenarios?  Answer – We defined a Use Case Scenario document 11-04/548r0 at a previous meeting.
g. Chair – Some of our research focused on other industries that are doing a great job of provisioning and configuration like Cell/Telecom industry.
h. Question – You are planning to get it to ExCom by February?  Answer – yes

i. Question – What is the motivation of getting the Study Group defined ASAP?  Answer – 802.11 does not like Study Groups to exist for long periods of time.  They give you 6 months and we have already exceeded the 6 months.  The Study Group’s purpose is to create a Task Group.
j. Comment – nobody is using the standard 802.11 MIB from an AP perspective.   The MIB only focuses on the STA.
k. Comment – We do not want to restrict the interface to be a MIB.

l. Comment – we should not do all the research in the Study Group that is what the Task Group does.

m. Comment – the word “management” is very broad.

n. Question – How will we communicate to the client?  Answer – in 802.11k we used a layer 2 tunnel.
o. Comment – in the future we will have all types of devices on the network which will have limited memory and processing capabilities.
p. Comment – My vision on WNM would be able to get statistics from clients, because clients currently do not provide any interface (SNMP).

q. Comment – 11k is providing statistical interface on the station.

r. Comment – We are defining 2 interfaces (1) interface between client and AP and (2) interface between AP and NMS.  Who would consume the AP to NMS interface?
s. Comment – CAPWAP believes the interface between the AP and client is complementary.   
t. CAPWAP – Is looking at how to centrally manage all devices from an overall perspective.

u. Comment – we should formally ask CAPWAP what they require.  Answer to Comment – we have done this in the past.

v. Question – are we going to support CAPWAP or not?
w. Comment – what are the other forums?  (1) UPN and (2) CAPWAP
11. Meeting in recess at 6:00 until 7:30.
Monday, September 13, 2004

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM 
1. Chair calls meeting to order at 7:35 PM

2. Review SG WEIN Par and 5 Criteria document 506r6
3. Continue presentation - Review PAR & 5 Criteria – 11-04/537r7 – Worstell

a. We should provide detail like WEIN.
4. Motion to amend agenda to allow technical presentations – motion passes unopposed

a. Comment – provide an interface for configuring the clients from the AP
b. Comment – we should document that 11k is focused on measurement and we are focusing on configuration.
c. Comment – we used the term “management” to encompass both control and monitoring.  
d. Comment – we should keep devices and not define clients and APs.

e. Comment – we should have detailed explanations for IETF CAPWAP, IETF SNMP, and 802.21.  This would include an overview of what each of these are doing and how does it overlap.
f. Proposed Purpose Text – “The purpose of this document is to provide amendments to the IEEE 802.11 PHY/MAC layers which enables a management entity to manage (e.g. monitoring, configuring, and firmware updating) attached stations through a layer 2 mechanism.  While the 802.11k task group is defining messages to retrieve information from the station, the ability to configure the station is not in its scope.”
i. We are now redefining the purpose and reducing scope.
g. Comment - We have too many hooks and APIs in the spec currently.  802.11h and 802.11k define a great deal of nice hooks, but nobody knows how to use them.

h. Comment - We need a simple API which allows a group of devices to function as a network.

i. Comment - CAPWAP only deals with AP to AC on the LAN – we should make a distinction that WNM is over the air.
j. Comment – The line above the MAC will be addressed by CAPWAP and MAC and below 802.11 IEEE will define.
k. Comment – CAPWAP is going into Layer 2 – doing layer-2 control over a layer 3 tunnel.

l. Comment – Can we see the scope of CAPWAP?
i. WNM – NMS in NOC
ii. AC – 802.1x authenticator and MAC management – associate phase and messages 
iii. AP – Splits the AP and pushes some above and below
iv. WTP – thin AP
v. WNM – talking to stations

There are 2 interfaces on a legacy APs and thin APs.
m. Comment – we must make the definition generic enough so this will work with UPP, etc.
n. Comment – CAPWAP cannot expect IEEE to change things to accommodate CAPWAP.
5. Technical Presentation – Vision for IEEE 802.11 Wireless Network  Management – Joe Kwak - 11-04/1059r1  
a. Comment – Vision 1 and 2 is very compatible with CAPWAP

b. Comment – the only thing that is not capability is load balancing algorithm
c. Comment – we should make it broad enough to encompass other management entities. 
d. Comment – we need to encapsulate some of the vision and some of Pat’s proposed scope into our vision statement and not Purpose.

6. Meeting in recess at 9:37 PM until 8:00 AM tomorrow morning.
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