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Monday, March 15, 2004

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

3. Agenda 04-276r0
a. Integration of h group inputs

b. Draft 0.13 Review

c. Measurement Security Inputs

d. Letter Ballot Vote 

4. Motion to amend agenda passes unanimously 
5. Review IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
a. Patent Policy

b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation
d. Voting

e. Roberts Rules
6. Technical Presentations
Monday

a. Black – (2) Comment Resolution
b. Kwak- (2) Corrections
c. Olson (1) Comment Resolution

Thursday

d. Sudheer (1)

e. Barber – (1)
f. Kwak – (4 )

g. Black (1)

h. Johnson (1) 
i. Qi – (1)
7. Technical Presentation – Comment Resolution Database – Richard Paine – 11-04-067r8.

a. Motion 

“To accept the comment resolutions as found in database document 11-04-067r8”.
Moved  Dave Bagby

Second Joe Kwak 
For:  13







Against: 0







Abstain: 7
Motion Passes
8. Technical Presentation –Harmonization with IEEE802.11h document - Simon Black - 11-04/293r0 & 11-04/292r0 (text)
a. Objective - Provide a submission detailing the changes required to D0.12 to address the comments related to overlap with IEEE802.11h
b. In part based on discussions and initial text drafting by the authors, Tim Olson, Joe Kwak and Simon Barber (‘the TGh gang’) in Vancouver 
c. Additions to clause 5 to define a radio measurement service and action frame 
d. Correction of probe response contents 
e. Changes to measurement request and report elements 
f. Editor Question – which draft should these changes be applied to?  Simon suggests these changes be applied to D 0.12.
g. Comment – Simon should fix any collisions for example item 21 in Table 12 – Probe Response Frame Body.

h. Question – how does backward compatibility work?  

i. Question – was there a president for this?
j. Question – do we still have Disassociation Imminent in the spec?

k. Comment – Channel Switch Announcement?  How did it get included?  Answer - It does not matter, because section 7.4.1 describes only category fields with values 2 and 3 to be used for Radio Measurement Purposes.

l. Comment – Delete Table 5 from draft and resubmit.
m. Question – Clause 10.3.11 comment is wrong, because this is not new text introduced by TGk.  The text was introduced in TGh.  
n. Comment – Editor will correct the reference in 802.11h.  He will additionally change the title of 10.3.11.
o. Probe Request Response should be included.
p. Simon will change A.4.11 to A.4.13, because TGh is using A.4.12.

q. Comment - Editor requests that this submission get voted on ASAP, so he can proceed quickly with editing.  Simon will post r1 as soon as possible.
9. Chair – meeting is in 5 minute recess
10. Chair brings meeting back to order

11. Technical Presentation – Joe Kwak - Comment Resolution for Periodic Measurements - 11-04/296r0
a. Question – why are we changing STAs back to APs for reporting conditions 5-10.    Answer - these are used for hand-off and roaming.
b. Question – why are these not applicable to IBSS?  Answer is that in IBSS the stations don’t have a name, so there is less need for coordinating functionality.
12. Recess for dinner at 6:00 PM 
Monday, March 15, 2004

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM 
1. Chairperson calls meeting to order at 7:36 PM

2. Resume Technical Presentation – Joe Kwak - Comment Resolution for Periodic Measurements - 11-04/296r0

a. Comment – could we change “AP” to “relative to a specified station”?  This might be useful for ISPs who are using IBSS to build mesh networks.
b. Question – What do you do if the AP/STA is broadcasting multiple BSSIDs?
c. Question – How does the source station cancel a periodic measurement?  Answer – by sending 3FFF in period subfield for that BSSID.
d. Question – it is unclear if you must be associated.  Answer – Spectrum Management Action Frames are class 1, so you don’t need to be associated.   If we decide RRM action frames are class 3, then we need to add security.
e. Comment - Periodic measurement frames are a new class of frames that need to be addressed.

f. Question – What happens to periodic measurements when you roam?  Answer - A STA shall cancel all in-process Radio Measurements and shall delete all pending, unprocessed Radio Measurement requests upon disassociation or re-association. 
g. Comment – measurements have durations which are depicted in the X-3 Diagram of Periodic Measurements.  What happens if the measurement starts, but does not finish in the time period?
h. Comment – When TGe is approved then our Radio Measurement Frames become invalid. 
i. Comment – Joe will revise the document according to Tim’s comment and correct a couple of spelling errors for vote tomorrow.
j. Comment – In section 11.7.5 “localized BSS” does not make sense – it might need to be changed to BSA.  Can you get a periodic measurement from a station that is not associated?  Answer – the comment is not addressing this issue.  If the station is capable and has the capacity, you can request periodic measurements.  If you are associated you can still receive Class 1 frames.  
k. Comment – reword to take into account a station re-associating with the same access point without a disassociation like going out of range and coming back in range.

3. Technical Presentation – Tim Olson – Beacon Table Clarification – 11-04/281r0

a. The Beacon Request supports a mode called “Beacon Table” mode where a client STA returns any saved beacon information from any operation that would save such information such as scanning for new APs. 
b. Question – how do you fill in the start time?  Answer – the start time is irrelevant for this mode.  It is applicable for other modes.
c. Comment – this is not just for Beacon Reports, but any measurement.

d. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-281r0 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved Tim Olson

Second Joe Kwak 
For:  14







Against: 0







Abstain: 0
4. Technical Presentation -  Amjad Soomro - Correcting Medium Sensing Time Histogram Report Text in Clause 7.3.2.20.6 -  11-04/252r0 
a. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-282r0 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved Amjad Soomro

Second Simon Black 
For:  13







Against: 0







Abstain: 3
5. Technical Presentation - Amjad Soomro - Revised site report text in Clause 11.8 - 11-04/251r0
a. Comment - Get rid of the word “AP” on the last paragraph of section 11.8.
b. Comment – Change it in the previous sentence, because it mentions “compiled by AP”

c. Comment – if “compiled” in the last line of section 11.8 means generated then we should strike the entire sentence.

d. Comment – we are saying that the AP should store information in the MIB.

e. Comment – Site Report can be used with Disassociation Imminent.  Should we address it here?  Answer - We should not address it here.
f. Comment – strike the last sentence in section 11.8, because the sentence immediately above it describes it.

g. Comment – there might be additional changes that require and r2.  

Motion:

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-251r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft
Moved: Amjad Soomro

Second: None
No vote, because there was not second.

6. Meeting in recess until tomorrow at 8:00 AM. 

Tuesday, March 16, 2004

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM 
1. Chairperson calls the meeting to order at 8:00 AM.
2. Review Agenda

3. Technical Presentation – Simon Black – Harmonization of IEEE802.11k/D0.12 and IEEE802.11h - 11-04-292/r1
a. Changes between r0 and r1

· Several typographical errors corrected

· 
Included the re-ordering of the requested information elements field in Table 12 (Probe Response)

· 
Clarified the editing instruction prior to 7.4 to delete Table 5 and deal with the two occurrences of 7.4.1.

· 
Included corrections to cross references in 802.11h 7.4.1.1 and 7.4.1.2

· 
Included editing instruction immediately prior to the section heading in the text to be replaced in 10.3.11

· 
Corrected the deleted part of the title of 10.3.11 to be spectrum management and not radio measurement

· 
Corrected the editing instruction immediately prior to the A.4.13 PICS table to renumber the clause and then apply changes, rather than replace the clause with a change marked version.

b. Comment - None

4. 
Technical Presentation – Simon Black – Comment Resolution – 11-04-0294/r1

a. Ready for a vote on Thursday after the document has been on the server for 4 hours.
5. Chair – We are switching to comment resolution mode while we wait on presenters.

6. Comment #225 - Clause 10.3.13.1.4 

a. Problem – Explain multiple reports for single request frame.
b. Remedy – Add sentence “Note that since a Measurement Request frame may contain multiple Measurement request elements, a single MLME-RMEASURE.req may generate multiple MLME-RMEASURE.conf responses, each of which may generate a separate Measure Report Frame.  

c. Comment – should we be waiting for 150 frames until we get results back.  The undo delay is ambiguous.

d. Comment – in the original draft we did not have a start time.  Now you can connect the various responses by start time.

e. Comment – We can leave it ambiguous where you can send all responses back together or one by one.

f. Comment - we need to redraft 11.7.6.

g. Comment – we need to add “undo delay”.  You can return individual measurement reports or accumulate reports and send all back with “undo delay”

h. Resolution – pending – assigned to Simon Black 

7. Comment #7 – Clause A.4.11- 

a. Problem – Need to fill in the Noise Histogram TBDs in the PICs
b. Remedy – The Noise Histograms in the PICs should be optional.  There could be some innovative ways of detecting and utilizing the hysteresis of noise without a specified mechanism in 11k.  
c. Comment – we had an overwhelming strong straw pole that indicated the group wanted a Noise Histogram to be mandatory in TGk.
d. Comment – there have been two proposals drafted, but neither was accepted.

e. Chairperson – reaffirms from the group that there needs to 

f. Resolution – accept comment – instruct the editor to make the noise histogram mandatory in the PICs.
8. Comment #131 – Clause 11.7.4 – Black
a. Problem – We need to clarify the requirement for the STA to return to the “serving channel for a length of time between measurements”
b. Remedy - Clarify
c. Question – Does Joe Kwak’s presentation and inclusion of diagram solve the issue?
d. Answer – 11.7.4 is still not addressed.
e. Comment – we have not established scheduling priorities of the processes.

f. Comment – unless author has alternative text, then the comment should be accepted.

g. Comment – Task Group B had the same problem.  We left scheduling up to the implementers and this comment seems to fall into that category.

h. Comment – This is different because it mandates for all measurements that the STA return back to the serving channel.

i. Comment – Maybe we can add a non binding text.  It seems logical that the STA would always return back to serving channel.   There are a few exceptions like fast roam.

j. Comment – Measurements might be delayed and the STA will always return to the serving channel as mandated
k. 11.7.x states that higher priorities may override periodic measurements.

l. Resolution – accept – no action needed – Simon will resubmit with more clarity in next comment resolution.
9. Comment #234 – Clause 11.7.6 - Kwak
a. Problem – Processing of Measurement Requests needs to be consistent with TGh.
b. Remedy – Delete TGk wording and replace with TGh.
c. Comment – pending adoption of the TGh harmonization this comment is resolved.  

d. Comment – we can still work within the TGh for processing of Measurement Requests by including a parameter “best effort”.  TGh is explicit and TGk is best effort.  
e. Chair – we had previously declined this comment.

f. Resolution – decline comment

10. Comment #6 – Clause A, 4.11 - Paine
a. Problem – Need to fill in the Parallel Measurements TBD in PICs
b. Remedy – The Parallel Measurements in the PICs should be optional.  Another method of providing parallel measurement information is the caching of information about the STAs.
c. Comment – There are some measurements that need to be run in parallel.  
d. Question – which measurements could not be run in parallel?
e. Comment – If we make it mandatory our “out” would be that a STA can refuse to make the measurement.

f. Comment – what does “mandatory” mean when the STA can refuse.

g. Resolution – accept – make it mandatory – instruct editor to make Parallel Measurements mandatory in PICs.
11. Comment #39 – Clause 7.4.16 - Edney
a. Problem – Who is the STA allowed to send the message to? In ESS is it only the associated AP?  This is not specified.
b. Remedy – none

c. Comment – Differed to discussion on 11.7 and 11.8.

d. Comment – This seems to be wrapped up in Class 1 frames versus Class 3 frames.  Is this comment dependent on an upcoming proposal?
e. Question – Are “Class 1 vs. Class 2 Frames” and security two different problems.  
f. Comment –What baseline are we working with – the 2003 rollup with TGh and TGe changes.

g. Comment – We might want to state that we are operating on the 2003 rollup with TGh, TGe, and TGi as well.  If we think TGi is stable, then we could work off of their base.

h. Comment – The current TGi draft has removed the distinction between Class 1 and Class 2 frames.

i. Comment – Site report request input form Amjad said that you could only send a site report to an AP with which you are associated.

j. Question – Can we reference a draft in our draft?

k. Answer – We can make a motion to change this and build upon TGi.
l. Comment – We should not build on drafts.
m. Comment – Site report is a Class 3 frame.

n. Comment – There is no way to protection Action Frames prior to association.

o. Comment – We should close the specific request for Site Report Request, because it has already been determined that this is a Class 3 frame.
p. Comment – We should make a determination if we care about the distinction between Class 2 and Class 3 frames

q. Comment – How do we intend to resolve?  Maybe we should define per frame/action classification.   

r. Comment – we have (1) Site Report and (2) Measurements.

s. Comment – we should allocate specific time on Thursday morning to discuss this issue.

t. Comment – Thursday morning is too late.  If only Site Report is a Class 3 frame, then we could address with minor edits.

u. Resolution – accept comment – with no editing required.

12. Motion to modify agenda to include discussion on Class 1 versus Class 2 frames – motion passes unanimously.

13. Motion to recess – motion passes unanimously 

14. Meeting in recess until today at 10:00 AM

Tuesday, March 16, 2004

10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
1. Chairperson calls the meeting to order 10:00 AM

2. Class 1 versus Class 2 Frames
a. Comment – We need to address this with TGi as soon as we have a well defined mandate.
b. Comment – Do we care about 1 & 3 or 1 & 2?
c. Comment – What happens to a measurement request in IBSS?  Answer –IBSS does not have Class 3.   

d. Comment – TGi does authentication in IBSS.  TGi does not really deal with Class of Frame.

3. Technical Presentation – Emily Qi – 04/0264r0
a. Comment – is this going to affect the PICs?
b. Comment – should we go down to the information element?
c. Comment – we should leave everything Class 1 and define later.

d. Comment – we need to solve the problem, because when we get close to voting nobody will want to take this issue on.

e. Comment – is there any reason why we can’t define how to encrypt the frame in later discussions.  
f. Comment – after association, frames coming from an associated client are not Class 1 frame.

g. Comment – 5.5 defines that after association you can only receive Class 3 frames.  In the associated state you can receive Class 2 frames, in the authenticated state you can receive Class 2 frames, and in unauthenticated you can receive Class 1 frames.

h. Comment - there is state and class.  Even if you are in associated state there are still Class 1 frames.

i. Comment - the frame does not have an identifying header that states which class of frame it is.

j. Comment – We should look at all elements in Measurement Request/Report.

k. Move to table the discussion
l. Chair overrules and wants to continue
m. Straw Poll on securing various Action Frames
Action Frames in 11k
	Description
	State (1-3)
	Ever

Protected

	
	
	

	Measurement Request
	1-5, 2-0, 3-5
	Y-6, N-1

	Measurement Report
	1-4, 2-1, 3-5
	Y-15, N-0

	TPC Request
	1-3, 2-0, 3-6
	Y-8, N-0

	TPC Report
	1-4, 2-0,3-4
	Y-7, N-0

	Site Report Request
	1-3, 2-0, 3-9
	Y-11, N-3

	Site Report Response
	1-1, 2-1, 3-9
	Y-12, N-0

	Disassociation Imminent
	1-0, 2-0, 3-11
	Y-6, N-2

	Reserved
	
	


4. Motion from previous technical presentation by Simon Black 11-04-292r1
a. To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-292r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Simon Black 

Second: Simon Barber


For:   21             



Against: 0






Abstain: 0

Motion Passes
5. Motion from previous technical presentation by Simon Black 11-04-294r1
a. To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-294r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Simon Black 

Second: Simon Barber


For:   18             



Against: 0






Abstain: 3

Motion passes

6. Technical Presentation – Joe Kwak – Timing of Periodic Measurements – 11-04-0296r1
a. Answer - What if you get 2 periodic measurements from 2 BSSs and they conflict with each other.  Answer – you would queue the requests and if you could not service it, then you would drop the request.
b. Comment – This request needs additional work.
c. Comment – We should add something to deal with IBSS
d. Motion 
To instruct the editor to incorporate the changes in document 11-04-296r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved: Joe Kwan 

Second: Roger Durand
For:   6            Against: 2


Abstain: 17

Motion passes @ 75%
7. Comment #294 – Clause 7.4.1.18 - Olson
a. Problem – It will be very difficult for an AP to accurately fill in the activation delay portion of the Disassociation Imminent frame. 
b. Remedy – Remove Disassociate Imminent from the draft
c. Editor requests a vote to remove disassociate imminent from draft


For: 10




Against: 0 


Abstain: 5

d. Resolution – accept – instruct the editor to remove disassociate imminent from the draft.
8. Comment #44 – Clause 11.7.6 - Edney
a. Problem – It says that only one request can be pending at a time.  In IBSS this could result in a great deal of lost measurement requests.
b. Remedy – None

c. Comment – This points out a big limitation in our current implementation.  We are already doing queuing.   We need to limit the queue.
d. Comment – Amend the text that only allows one request per station in IBSS at a time, if we allow multiple pending action frames.
e. Resolution – open – assigned to Joe Kwak to make a presentation on Thursday
9. Comment #109 - Clause 7.3.20.4 - Black
a. Problem – The Noise Histogram Report – when CCA indicates no 802.11 signal is present . . .STA are unlikely to be able to receive an 802.11 signal of any PHY.
b. Question – What is the difference between signals?  A STA might not be able to support all 802.11 PHY types for CCA.  

c. Comment – It will be difficult to distinguish between a valid and invalid frame.  You must first validate the CRC of the frame.

d. Comment – How many ways are there to detect CCA – CCA will be tripped weather it is an 802.11 or not.
e. When CCA indicates not busy is there more appropriate response.  Delay start to the CCA may cause a “not busy” indication that is incorrect.

f. Remedy – Change to “When PHY-CCA.indicates is set to IDLE” 

g. Resolution – open – need to recess
10. Simon Black calls for the orders of the day
Thursday, March 18, 2004

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM 
1. Chairperson calls the meeting to order 8:04 AM

2. Chairperson wants to review open issues
a. Do we support the use of the Access Database
· Comment from Editor – it is very helpful

· Comment - not all groups need to conform to the standard for our group
· Comment – can’t the Editors decide this amongst themselves

· Comment – Filemaker is difficult to understand, but very useful

· Comment – Access is not available on all platforms (Linux or MAC) – if we are going to use access we need some method to convert.

· Comment – don’t focus on the method for record comments, but the output

· Comment – centralize the database and move towards a web front-end

b. How long should comment review go?

· Comment - we have not voted on D.013

· Comment - we could formally vote on this draft and make it D.1.

· Simon has made all of the changes that we voted on this week, but there are still submissions for today.  

· Comment – what we vote on today should be included in the draft, so we have a complete draft prior to next review.

· Comment – Simon will make a new draft D 0.14 which could be produced at the end of next week.

· Comment – Start the review on the March 26th through 13th of April.  The 13th is just prior to our weekly teleconference.  We would start comment review on the 14th of April.  This gives us for 4 weeks to complete comment review.
· Editor Comment – Please review the .pdf and use it for reference, not the word version.

3. Agenda Review
a. Agenda Accepted

4. Technical Presentation – Revised Site Report – 11-04/0384r0 – Walter Johnson
a. Highlights
· Add Offset TSF

· Add Beacon Interval

· Define the use of Broadcast BSSID within Site Report element

· Changing the name of BSSID

· Correct a few editorial issues

b. Question – How is TSF calculated with drift?  Answer - If we do a beacon request and response in timely manner we may reduce the drift.  

c. Comment – Algorithm to calculate the drift is out of the scope of this group.

d. Comment – Site Report could be populated by external management system.

e. Comment – I can’t image the AP transmitting this information over the air.  How do you see the AP getting this information via the distribution system? 

f. Comment – the APs would be able to hear each other and calculate this information.

g. Comment – the diagram should be updated – the offset should not be distributed.  If you can measure the drift rate, you should send that.
h. Comment – Joe brought a presentation to extend the site report to accomplish this at last meeting.  Site report was thought to be static.  We now have a sufficient amount of dynamic information that does not fit into the “static” site report.  We may want to consider a new mechanism to facilitate a “System Information Frame” as in the Cell. World.
i. Comment – drift is a real issue and there are solutions to mitigate it, but do we want to put this complexity into our draft.
j. Comment – Site report is not intended to be dynamic.  I would rather see this to be a separate element that is defined in the PICs. 

k. Comment – This should not be mandatory.

l. Comment – This does not need to be a separate element.  The particular field can be made optional in the site report.

m. Comment – If the AP can discover BSS over the air and also from the DS how do you reconcile?  Answer – if you are going to implement something over the DS, then IAPP could take care of this.
n. Comment – Originally Site Report was in Beacon probe and response.  
o. Comment – Timing offsets are very useful – example there are multiple APs with potentially multiple BSSIDs, so windows clients are constantly scanning. Offsets could reduce the amount of active scanning.  Not all devices in the site report require timing offsets, especially when you can’t hear them.

p. Motion
To instruct the editor to incorporate the text in document 11-04-384r0-000k when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved: Walter Johnson

Second: Marty Lefkowitz

For:
3






Against: 10





Abstain: 5







Motion Fails
5. Technical Presentation - Revised Site Report Text in Clause 11.8 – 11-04-251r2 - Amjad Soomro
a. Comment – used BSS transition as opposed to roaming
b. Motion 

Moved: Amjad Soomro

Second: Simon Black

To instruct the editor to incorporate the text in document 11-04-251r2-000k when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft

Motion was made to postpone until 3:30 - see section 5.c




F:
14








A:
  0
 












A:  4



Motion Passes
c. Motion



To postpone the motion until today at 3:30 PM
Moved: Marty Lefkowitz

Second: Sudheer Matta
Question - what is the presentation and how will it impact our decision?

Comment against – we don’t need to wait for another presentation, b/c this resolves comment resolutions.

Comment against – we are only deleting the mandatory algorithm requirement.

Comment for – Aboba’s presentation is today, so will not impact 




F:

5









A:

11













A: 3




Motion to postpone fails, proceeding back to the original motion see section 5.b.
Thursday, March 18, 2004

10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
1. Chairperson calls meeting to order at 10:30

2. Attendance – 37 People attending the meeting

3. Technical Presentation – RCPI  information element in the probe - Sudheer Matta – Text 11-04-961r5 – Presentation 11-03-883
a. Question – If you are going to measure RCPI from probe request, will it be much value.  Answer – Yes, there are 2 schools of thought (1) we should be very accurate or (2) measure everything we can.  Measuring a single packet, it is only a sample – it may not represent the real environment.  
b. Question – What is the accuracy?  Answer - this is not for an entire link.  It is only accurate to +/- 5dB for that particular packet.  Many indoor environments are susceptible to fading, so it is very accurate.  RCPI is a packet by packet measurement of the received power.
c. Comment in favor – we have to provide a probe response anyway.  This helps the client make an informed decision on which AP to associate with.  There could be problems when a client needs to associate with 2 fringe APs (APs it barely hears).  This gives us something better than receive only – it gives us a second metric.
d. Comment – Power only provides the path loss in the channel.  There are other parameters needed like noise.  Power in relation to noise is very valuable.

e. Question – Why not use link margin parameters defined in TGh.  Answer – this is a start, but may not be the total comprehensive solution.  Answer – this adds on a single parameter to the probe response.  The margin idea has positive and negatives.  Link Margin is very limited, because it has to be negotiated between the sender and receiver.
f. Comment – TGh has a parameter defined called Link Margin in the standard.  

g. Comment – This allows us to piggyback on a system in place today and it allows clients not associated to get information.

h. Comment – Probe request and response should be limited.

i. Motion
To instruct the editor to incorporate the text in document 11-04-961r5-000k when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved:
Sudheer Matta

Second: Joe Kwak
F:
11











A: 1











A: 7
Motion Passes

4. Technical Presentation - Measurement Modes – Simon Black - Text 11-04-403r0
a. Rename Scan Mode to Measurement Mode
b. Comment – For passive you can receive a probe response
c. Comment – We need a last paragraph of the passive mode description like there is in the active mode.  Just delete “When active mode”
d. Question – If you are unassociated must you send a response to the beacon request.  Answer – this paper does not address this question and it is not defined in the PICs.  

e. Comment – there will be additional work to clarify frame classes

f. Comment – suggest an r1 to replace typos.
g. Comment – make the modifications in-line now as has been observed in other working groups.
h. Simon will fix and present an r1.

5. Technical Presentation - Returning Measurement Reports – Simon Black - Text 11-04-404r0
a. Comment – I don’t understand the phrase “truncate its results”.  In the original proposal the reports all came back in a single frame, which is no longer a restriction.
b. Comment – We need to reword it or delete it from the text. 
c. Straw Poll



Should the sentence about truncating reports in document 404r0 be removed?



Yes: 5








No:




Simon will create an r1.
6. Technical Presentation - Revised Site Report Element & MLME Primitives – Simon Black - Text 11-04-400r0

a. Proposes primitives that get added to Clause 10.
b. Question - What is RSN?  Answer is Robust Secure Network as defined by TGi.
c. Comment – Should we include TGi reference in our draft

d. Comment – There are things we can do with the match status as opposed to the supported rate – we might be wasting space.  
e. Comment – You can go scan for this information.  
f. Comment – This information comes in the Beacon and it continues to come.

g. Comment – rates can’t be a fixed length.
h. Comment – We have problems with terminology with site report and channel report.  The Frame definition is not consistent.

i. Comment – This is a good proposal but there is additional information that needs to be in here. 

j. Comment – The match status is still an option from the AP, which can’t be determined in the Site report.

7. Technical Presentation – Thinking About the Site Report - Bernard Aboba –11-04-412r0
a. Question – Do you want the AP to make the decision?  This presentation does not address who controls roaming.  There are 3 reasons for this information Diagnostics, Optimization, and Inventory.
b. Question – Where do you want this protocol to move?   This is going to be implemented by AP vendors whether it is a standard or not.
c. Comment - Providing a candidate list is useless, because is not scoped or specific.  

d. Comment – the site report is providing 3 bits of information (1) discovery, (2) RSSI, and (3) Information about the backhaul – if PKM is there

e. Comment – the site report – can reduce probe responses by extending the probe report and request.  You could structure the request for specific applications like fast roaming.

f. Comment – Concerned about terminology in the presentation – site report alone does not do much, it doesn’t invoke any protocol.  It is only environment information.  You must measure in an RF environment.  The site report may reduce your measurements, but does not negate it.  There is assertion in the presentation that we must have focused queries.   There is no advantage of providing a subset of the information.    Answer – it is information, but the information is not defined so I can’t utilize it.  Because the list is so long, it may require multiple transmissions or may not get the information I need.
g. Comment – Site Report is a tool for roaming when there is a trust relationship between the STA and the AP.   Answer – agree there must be trust.  Beacons are uncontrolled and can’t be trusted.
h. Comment – Is the Key Point of the paper – The client’s intent and identity are very important to what should be returned in the site report.

i. Comment – Just because you can get information in the Beacon, it is not a good retort for negating the site report.  Site reports can save you time by not scanning.
j. Comment – Scan and 802.1x auth will be the most important and will save the most time

8. Simon moves to recess second by Areg Alimian
9. Meeting in recess until 1:30

Thursday, March 18, 2004

1:30 PM – 3:30 PM 
1. Chairperson calls the meeting to order at 1:31
2. Attendance 32 People 
3. Technical Presentation – Measurement Presentation – Emily Qi - 11-04-264r1
a. Comment – Security is not at the MPU level.  Protecting disassociate, how does this address TKIP keys.

b. Comment – It did not make sense to protect the disassociate or dis-authenticate packets unless you could also protect the associate or authenticate packets.  It might be something TGr could look at.

c. Comment – We are not protecting management frames only action frames.  All management frames need to be protected – looked at it from a holistic standpoint.   I would advise encrypting these frames.  
d. Comment – This proposal requires a new sequence counter for the unicast and multicast messages.

e. Comment – John Edney’s approach seems better suited for our needs.

f. Comment – There was a presentation made in Vancouver.  This presentation does not take into account that stations in infrastructure.  You cannot send a multicast data frame.  The solution is more complex, but each has its merits.   The proposal did protect the source and destination of action frames so it was not susceptible to cut & past attacks.
g. Comment – We should clearly define when it is protected and not the negotiation.
h. Comment – Protection is orthogonal to Class state (1,2,3).  A frame is not state dependent.  
i. Comment – Information that is readily available and observable does not need protecting.

j. Comment – Multicast sequence counters don’t work, because they are not guaranteed.

k. Comment – If you only authenticate and not encrypt, you can go off-channel to accomplish specific task.

l. Question – Clarify Columns 
· “Protected” means - Do you want it protected or not. 
· “Can Be” means  Do plan to send these message before association or not

m. Comment – can this information be sent to an unassociated station? 
n. Comment – Your proposal is stating that all action frames are protected.  These are not action frames; they are elements within action frames.
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Comment – Action frames contain multiple information elements.  In your proposal, if individual elements needed to be protected; you would have to send them in different action frames.

p. Straw Poll 

4. Technical Presentation – Review Changes in Draft 13 – Simon Barber 802.11k D.012 
5. Technical Presentation – Multiple Pending Measurement Request Frames  – Joe Kwak - 11-04-405r0
a. Comment – How do you handle a new request frame?  Answer - when it comes in we queue the request.  If I have multiple queues from multiple stations, how do I prioritize the requests?  Answer – you always look at the unicast queue, then the multicast queue, then the broadcast queue.
b. Comment – This seems very different than what we had before.  That means that I could have 10 unicast requests queued from 10 different stations. 
c. Comment – it will require more processing resources than before.

d. Comment – If a STA makes a request of another STA in IBSS that already has a request queued, the STA receiving the request can always refuse the new request.  

e. Comment – We can remove the notion of queues.  The reason why there is priority - if I have a station that is receiving normal multicast requests and I want it to take a specific measurement (unicast request) which I want to take priority over the normal multicast.
f. Chair recesses until 4:05

Thursday, March 18, 2004

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
1. Chairperson  calls meeting to order at 4:05 PM
2. Attendance 22 people
3. Resume Joe Kwak’s Technical Presentation - Multiple Pending Measurement Request Frames  – Joe Kwak - 11-04-405r0
a. Comment – this proposal might solve the comment, but there will always be a request thrashing possibility.   We have possibilities (1) leave open (2) ignore IBSS, because the solution handle DS
b. Resolution is to leave this issue open until the next comment resolution round.
4. Technical Presentation – Improved Definition of AP Service Load – Joe Kwak - 11-04-406r0
a. Because AP Service Load is nebulous we have created and RSSI-like definition.  RSSI has served us well for the last 6 years although there is no clear standard implemented between vendors.
b. Comment – TGe has a load reporting mechanism (1) # of clients associated, (2) channel load (how is it threshold), (3) available admission capacity.

c. Comment – call it active scanning and it uses procedure 11.1.3.2.2 with the following modifications.
5. Technical Presentation – More Extensions to SMTnotification Table  – Joe Kwak – 11-04-145r1
a. Straw Poll

Should we add SMT notification for high traffic load in BSS to existing SMT notification table?

Yes: 5










No: 0







Abstain: 10

b. Straw Poll

Should we add SMT notification for high service load in BSS to existing SMT notification table?

Yes: 3










No: 1







Abstain: 12

c. Straw Poll

Should we add SMT notification for low RCPI at the STA to existing SMT notification table?

Yes: 5










No: 1







Abstain: 6

d. Motion 

To instruct the editor to incorporate the text in document 11-04-145r1-000k when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved: Joe Kwak

Second: None
6. Technical Presentation – Measurement Modes - Simon Black -11-04-403r1
a. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-403r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Simon Black 

Second: Roger Durand

For:  11
Against: 0

Abstain: 3

Motion Passes

7. Technical Presentation – Returning Measurement Reports- Simon Black -11-04-404r1

a. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-404r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Simon Black 

Second: Leo Monteban
For:  11
Against: 0

Abstain: 3

Motion Passes
8. Review cumulative conference call meeting
a. Motion

To accept TGk cumulative conference call minutes in document 11-04-328r0. 
For: 10
Against: 1

Abstain: 1


9. Motion to recess meeting moved by Simon Black and second by Joe Kwak
10. Meeting in recess until 7:30 PM.
Thursday, March 18, 2004

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM 
1. Chairperson calls meeting to order at 7:41
2. Attendance – 11 People
3. Technical Presentation - Text proposal on PICS for TPC – Joe Kwak - 11-04-108r1
a. Comment – Simon left TPC out of his TGh harmonization work.  He reserved two slots for them.

b. Comment – What does “M” mean – a tester testing the product can use the sheet to know what to test “Mandatory”.
c. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-108r1 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved: Joe Kwak 

Second: Walter Johnson
For: 4
Against: 0










Abstain: 6
Motion Passes
4. Chair – we need to change TPC to something else like “Power Control”.  We will not be able to keep it in the document, because it is defined in TGh.

5. Technical Presentation - Dynamic System Information – Joe Kwak - 11-04-297r0
a. Definition - In 2G and 3G cellular systems, most system information needed for entry and roaming in a network is broadcast regularly in a special "frame" called System Information.  It is proposed that TGk could do likewise.  In so doing, Site Report could be maintained and expanded to contain only static information about the radio environment.  The new Site Report Frame would optionally contain a set of Information Elements which would be selected for transmission by the AP.
b. Comment – This would split the static and dynamic information into different containers.  The AP would transmit the System Information frame to the associated STAs when one of the elements within the System Information elements changes. 
c. The AP has total control of what it sends to STAs.

d. Example – I am STA and know there are 2 APs, but I am not sure which one to connect to.  The one that has a weaker signal has no users, but the one with a strong signal has 50 users.  I need additional “dynamic” information to associate with optimal AP, which might be the AP with the weaker signal.  
e. Comment – we need Beacon offset information as stated earlier in a conversation.
f. Comment – This would be valuable if you define IAPP for all vendors to standardize passing this information.

g. Comment – What class and protection would you put on this?  802.11f has defined a context blob with RADIUS protection.

h. Comment – There might be a more efficient way to deliver dynamic information instead of the request and report mechanism.  
6. Technical  Presentation – Proposed Text for PSNI Measurement – Joe Kwak - 11-04-110r1
a. Reference 11-03-0898-02-000k-PSNI_Measurement_Update.ppt
b. Changes from last submission

· Based on D.012

· PSNI report modified to included PHY PSNI measurement for the most recent packet

· MAC requirements for PSNI in Section 9

c. Comment – PSNI is not a MAC measurement.  The information is information in PHY, but requirement is in the MAC. 

d. Motion
To instruct the editor to incorporate the changes in document 11-04-110r1-000k when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.
Moved: Joe Kwak

Second: Steve Pope

For: 7
Against: 4 









Abstain: 5

Motion Fails
7. Discuss Upcoming Conference Calls

a. Question – can we move the conference calls to 8:30 AM PST.
b. Motion
To empower TGK to conduct teleconferences to progress through the IEEE standards process until two weeks after the July 04 Portland 802 plenary meeting

Moved: Simon Barber

Second: Steve Pope

For: 17
Against: 0










Abstain: 0

Motion Passes

8. Review for upcoming meetings
a. Comment – we need to ensure the Letter Ballot is as good as possible prior to opening it up to the entire group.

b. Comment – we should solicit early feedback from outside.

c. Question – was the intention of the motion being so vague as to allow us to have more or longer conference calls.

d. Comment – it is good to put a stake in the ground so we get on the letter ballot process so our voter poll does not swell. 
e. Straw Poll (it is a tradition)
Do you think we are ready to go to Letter Ballot?

Yes: 1
No: 11











Abstain: 4

9. Motion to adjourn – moved by Simon Black Second by Simon Barber
10. Meeting is in adjournment
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