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1. Call to Order

Dorothy Stanley took the chair
Jon Edney acted as secretary
2. Review IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Procedures 

The chair presented:

· Rules on voting presented

· Bylaws on patents and IP presented

· Rules on inappropriate topics of discussion presented

3. Approve Agenda

The proposed agenda was presented as per doc 11-04-1036-01-0apf-september-apf-agenda.ppt
· Chair called for submissions: no submission are offered

· Chair called for any additional items for the agenda: none are offered
· Chair: Any objection to approving agenda: no objection raised. 

Agenda is adopted
4. Approve Meeting Minutes from conference call

Minutes of the conference call on 1st Sept which are in doc:

· 11-04-1013-00-0apf-apf-sg-teleconference-minutes-sept01.doc
Chair: Are there any objections to approve minutes? No objections raised
Minutes are approved.

5. Chair’s status

Summary

The study group was approved in July Plenary meeting.
A conference call was held on Sept 1st to discuss the process for going forward and other topics.
Next steps are to consider the issue of PAR and 5 criteria and discuss ultimate processes.

Recap of discussion on conference call:

On the call 4 options were discussed regarding how to proceed:

1. Create a PAR & 5 criteria document to move towards a task group. Several people on the call felt that the nature of the work did not require a task group

2. Use the TGm process as a way to incorporate additional text into the standard. Work from the study group would be submitted to TGm for inclusion in letter ballot. The TGm ballot schedule requires that we have material to submit within 6 months. The idea would be to form a WG chair’s Ad-Hoc group with intent to feed into TGm

3. Creation of an unofficial ad-hoc group within TGm. This was not supported on the teleconference
4. Submission of an interpretation request into TGm. It was felt that the overhead of this process was more than was needed

During the conf call a straw poll was held to determine whether the formation of a task group is necessary to accomplish the goals of the group. This indicated low support for a task group but support for option (2).

6. Discussion - PAR & 5 Criteria/Options

KEY:

‘FL’: Comment from the floor

‘CH’ Comment from the chair

‘CHM’ Comment from the chair of TGm (not necessarily on behalf of TGm)
There was a discussion on what is likely to be included in the text generated by the group.

FL: This activity was started with intent to feed into CAPWAP activity wasn’t it?

CH: This was started because of request from a number of groups including CAPWAP. Output is not intended to feed back only to CAPWAP but to the .11 standard that would be available to CAPWAP

FL: Assuming it is of value to CAPWAP how does it fit into their schedule? Will it be relevant or not?

CH: Yes it can be relevant but we need to make an assumption about their schedule. I would expect that their next phase takes 6 – 12 months. What we produce should be available in some form in that timeframe

FL: Yes it needs to be timely in order to be useful.

FL: Is the text mainly expected to go towards clause 5 [of the 802.11 standard]
CH: Clause 5, clause 7 and perhaps an appendix.

FL: On the process options: I don’t see anything that talks about options that don’t produce something for formal standards inclusion. Is it necessary for CAPWAP that what we do goes into an IEEE official document?

CH: CAPWAP will go forward regardless of what we do. The decision to form this group had a number of inputs not just CAPWAP. It was felt this was a good thing to do. Obviously if we conclude in timely manner it is more useful to CAPWAP. The question is, when creating text: where’s the right place to put it? General consensus on the conf call was that we didn’t want to create a document that had to track in parallel to the standard. So the standard is the right place for it.

FL: To which internal task groups is it of interest?

CH: Those dealing with definitions of BSS and ESS e.g. TGr

FL: My opinion is that the text produced should be entirely informative

CH: yes but you can’t rule out normative text as a possibility.

FL: So we are not documenting WDS?

CH: Well it’s for the group to decide but…

FL: but are protocol definitions in scope?

FL: presumably not because this would be beyond the scope of clarification and correction.

CH: To the extent that WDS is specified in the standard but not clearly defined it is in scope

FL: Yes but there is so little there that it is more that clarification.

FL: We can’t decide what is in scope until we hear what is the question being asked

CH: The question would go back to TGm – what scope of changes are possible?
CHM: Our scope is to roll up any changes that are approved by the end of this year and allow minor additional functionality. I don’t see how anything to do with WDS has anything to do with this group

CH: If we have an ad-hoc group to create submission we need to do work to create content in a timely way – something solid in the January timeframe so it can go to TGm ideally before the end of the March meeting.

FL: Would changes to the MIB be in scope?

CHM: Changes to the MIB are normative changes. In discussion on forming the study group an assumption was that the work in this group is information and not normative. However, the problem with trying to create a task group is that it has to generate new functionality and this is not an aim of this group. The other possibility of a recommended practice is not applicable - it should tell you how to configure the existing standard for some particular application. A guide is help on how to use a standard and that doesn’t fit either. So I can’t see how a task group is viable here.

CH: Yes a number of people felt the same and that’s why we looked for alternatives

CH: regarding the MIB question it seems like the existing TGm process could be used separately from this group?

FL: Yes but what counts as a small change? I think a number of MIB things should be standardized but might be too much for TGm

FL: The TGm PAR includes the words “as well as to define behavior” so doing WDS might actually be in scope.

FL: Can you discuss more what led to the options 2, 3, 4 and what are the relative merits?

CH: 

re: (3) Creation of an unofficial ad-hoc group within TGm.

This was discussed but viewed as less desirable because TGm does not exist to solve problems – only to consider direct requests

re: (4) Creation of an interpretation request into TGm.

Thinking was whether we could phrase the case as an interpretation request which would put the work on TGm

CHM: Regarding interpretation requests, these are to clarify the meaning of the standard. Usually the response of TGm is to interpret but not modify the standard. “The standard is what it says” but TGm may forward the issue to other task groups for possible future change – the change may not be done in TGm.

CH: yes so it boils down to someone doing work – so we might as well do that directly. That’s what brought us to bullet (2).
7. Straw Poll
CH: I propose a straw poll to asses the thinking of the group over the options.

“The APF study group should recommend formation of Ad-Hoc Group by WG Chair to create a submission to TGm. The submission will provide the text describing AP functionality.”

CH: Any suggested changes? none offerred.

Vote taken.

Result: 22:2:3

CH: Would those who voted no like to explain why?

FL: I prefer the task group approach because if this is important then it should have the full review of the group

CH: But the whole group will review TGm document

FL: But it won’t get the EXCOM and NESCOM review that would occur in creating a new task group.

CH: we could create a PAR and if it failed to be approved we could still come back to the proposed approach.

FL: It would depend on the reasons for rejection of the PAR

CH: By going this route we acknowledge that the creation of a task group is for new functionality which is not what we are trying to do. There would be trouble getting a PAR approved

FL: Is there any process to determine what comes out of an ad-hoc group? For a task group there is clear process.

CH: The process would be that the ad-hoc group creates a submission and passes to TGm. 

FL: But then the WG has no review until it comes out of TGm.

FL: Ad-Hoc is under jurisdiction of the WG chair who could require a WG review.

FL: I voted no because I was uncomfortable with the freedom of an ad-hoc group. Waiting until the TGm process may be too late. Voters do not have chance to give feedback until the TGm letter ballot.

CH: maybe you could have a working group letter ballot on the submission

FL: But the process is too ill defined. We need to define scope and process.

CH: Scope is proposed as follows:
· Scope of Submission -AP Functionality Description

· Better Description of data flow in an AP – similar to figure in Clause 7.1.3.1.

· Clarification between AP function & AP device

· Enumerating AP abstract functional blocks within an AP device

· Description of AP functions

· Details on integration function in an AP

· Address questions about Distribution System and its associated services (portal, DSS, etc.)

· Intent – informative descriptions be provided

· Any normative functionality must fall within TGm “minor new functionality to address technical corrections”, and “define AP behavior that is hinted at in the existing standard but not defined.”

FL: Its OK to be more informal with informative text but once you start talking about protocol and normative changes you need proper process.

FL: But the last clause in the TGm PAR opens up the scope a lot. We should restrict the scope to AP functionality. For example this could include WDS.

CH: Could we have an extra line saying WDS is not in scope? Or we could leave it up to the Ad-Hoc group.

FL: Is the ad-hoc group subject to any procedure?

CH: I expect it would operate under study group rules.

FL: Is membership open?

CH: Yes the intent is for it to be open

CH: What is view on WDS

FL: Some people say exclude it.

CH: So we add “WDS definition is not in scope”
8. Process
CH: Let’s talk about process.

CH: proposal:
1. form ad hoc group

2. create submission

3. Take submission to TGm no later than March 2005

4. Full WG review as part of TGm process

FL: In bullet 3– will it have full WG review prior to submission to TGM?

CH: we have to discuss that. If we have full review prior to (4) then it pushes out the time windows. Being a submission it would be on the server for review.

CH: We have to go to the WG and justify why we are deciding not to move to task group.

CH: Creates a slide to summarize the rationale.

· PAR & 5 criteria approval requires

· Introduction of new functionality

· Evidence of expanded market potential

· Unique identity (different from what currently exists or is being developed)

· Main objective of APF is description of existing AP functions, NOT definition of new ones

· Aligns with TGm purpose 

FL: When would this be presented to the WG

CH: Options are Wed or Friday. I would say tomorrow is best.

Discussion on proposed scope in 1036r1 slide 9.

Straw poll “Who would like the WDS definition to be not in scope”

Result:  11:0:6

FL: Will it be late? If subject to task group approval and so on?

CH: In this process TGm creates a draft and goes to WG letter ballot in March 05. The intent is to have this text in that draft. Submission has to be accepted within TGm. What is the approval process in TGm?

CHM: Generally it is like any other group– make a submission and presentation then propose a motion.

FL: It could also be modified the TGm by normal processes

Proposed process in 1036r1 Slide 10:
· Ad-Hoc group operates under SG rules

· Ad-Hoc group formed

· Create submission, Take submission to TGm

· No later than March 05 meeting

· Subject to normal TGm review process

· Full WG review as part of TGm draft review

9. Motions
Motion: “On behalf of the APF SG, move to request formation of an Ad-Hoc Group by WG Chair to create a submission to TGm. The submission will provide the text for the AP Functionality Description listed in 04/1036r1.”

Moved: Haixiang He

Second: Clint Chapman

Call for discussion: none

Vote

Motion passes: 17:0:6

10. Conclusion of session
CH: No meeting 8 – 10 tomorrow. If formation is approved on Wed then Thursday slot used to discuss creation of a submission. Any objections: None.

CH: Are there any submissions: none

CH: Any objection to recess until Thursday at 1:30 : none

CH: We are recessed.

Thursday 16th Sept., 16:00

11. Call to Order

Reminder for on-line attendance

CH: I propose to add an agenda item to report on mid-week plenary.

CH: Any objection to add to agenda? no objection
Doc 1036r2 now has agenda.

12. Report of mid-week plenary
The motion, as approved on Tuesday, was submitted to plenary and passed (after modification to remove WDS restriction.). The effect of the motion is that the WG agrees to the use of Tgm for submitting changes rather than going for full task group.

Another impact is that an APF task group will be formed.

CH: If anyone is interested in becoming chair of the Ad-Hoc group they state this.

Dorothy Stanley indicated interest.

CH: We have signed up for aggressive schedule. Tgm first letter ballot is at the end of the March meeting. Goal for Ad-hoc group work is that initial submission be available in November and that the Nov meeting be used to review and refine those submissions. Also try to get a session with Tgm to discuss during November.

CH: Slide 16 breaks down the pieces that are identified:
1. Better Description of data flow in an AP – similar to figure 22 in IEEE 802.11i draft 10, Clause 7.1.3.1.

2. Clarification between AP function & AP device

a. Enumerating AP abstract functional blocks within an AP device

b. Description of AP functions

3. Details on integration function in an AP

4. Address questions about Distribution System and its associated services (portal, DSS, etc.)

CH: We probably should schedule some conference calls between now and November. The following dates are proposed: Oct 13th, Nov 3rd.

FL: When is IETF?

CH: Nov 8th – 12th
CH: Any objection to scheduling calls on these days? none

CH: Meetings will be announced at Friday plenary for time of 12 noon EST

CH: These are also some people not present at the meeting who want to be involved.

CH: Call for participation by members in the room.

FL: There have been some submission as part of creating this group. Could we use some of those as well?

CH: Absolutely there is a list of these docs in doc 1013 (notes from the conf call)

CH: Call for volunteers for bullet 1 (Slide 16)

FL: There is already text in the standards for all of these issues. Are we looking to replace what is there?

CH: The intent is to clarify – that requires replacement on text then we can do that.

CH:  Second bullet item – call for volunteers.

FL: Jon Edney volunteers
CH: Darwin Enger has also indicated interest in this area.

CH: How about the third bullet item?
FL: Isn’t integration and portal closely linked?

CH: Unclear

FL: Seems to me those bottom two bullets should be combined. Does anyone agree?

FL: Yes I think so.

CH: OK we will combine it here and it can be split again later if the work shows this is necessary.

FK: Mike Morton volunteers for combined bullet (3 & 4)
CH: The next step should be to reiterate the need for volunteers in the plenary and on the reflector

FL: Nehru Bhandaru volunteers to help on bullet (3 & 4)
FL: It’s possible that the first groups work will depend on the results of the second two groups

CH: Please contact other people to see who is interested to participate.

FL: Was there any prior debate whether it was acceptable to change the functions? A lot of people have problems with the portals etc. One approach is to find a different way to describe the behavior

CH: What was approved was the functionality that was described in plenary. This says that changes are limited to scope of Tgm.

FL: In some sense the DS is just a concept – not a description.

FL: But this does change the architecture even if not the function

CH: It’s something we could look at as we move through the process.

FL: But this will be slow – we need to decide now

FL: If we were to change the description it would be to make it more like the conventional 802 model.

CH: For work on the last bullet does Mike Morton need direction on this?

CH: Intent is to help newcomers understand without disenfranchising the existing technical group.

Morton: That’s sufficient guidance.

13. Conclusion of Session

CH: Call to contact Morton or Edney to participate in the effort.

CH: Plan of action is two conference calls. In the next meeting looks like 4 hours of meeting time.

CH: Call for other discussion : none

CH: Any object to adjourning: none

CH: Thanks to Jon Edney for acting as secretary.

Session is adjourned
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