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Monday, November 10, 2003 

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM

Chair: Richard Pain 
Secretary: Paul Gray
1) Chairperson called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM
2) Attendance

3) Agenda

a. Approve and Modified Agenda

b. Review IEEE802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules 

· IP Patent Policy

· Inappropriate Topics

· Documentation
· Voting

· Roberts Rules

4) Review Objectives

a. Resolve Technical Issues
b. Specification Submission

c. Letter Ballot Work

5) Harry Requests a Motion to Nominate a new Security

Motion:

Nominate Paul Gray as New Sectary.
Moved by Harry Worstell 
Second by Steve Pope
For 
19

Against 
0

Abstain 
0

Motion Passes @ 100%

6) Harry Worstell Presentation for New Study Group
a. Auto Configuration of Access Ports

b. Dynamic Control of Channel & Xmit Power

c. Question of meeting contention – the meetings will be ad-hoc during breaks.
d. Question of overlap with LWAPP – Nothing currently defined at layer 1 or 2 in LWAPP.

e. Comment that the statement of purpose should be refined.  Harry answered question by stating that is why we form a study groups to build and refine the statement of purpose.

f. Comment that IETF is pushing LWAPP that controls the AP over the wire and this group will focus on controlling the stations over the air.

g. Question if control issues fall under the 802.11k charter.  Answer no. 
h. Question about making a motion for formation of the group on Friday.  Harry is working with Richard on proposal.
i. The new working group can’t interfere with 802.11k meetings/calls must be ad-hoc.

7) Technical Presentation of Seattle Ad-hoc MIB Development - Tim Olson and J Kim -- Documents – 876r0
a. 666R4 - Original MIB drafted by J Kim
b. 809r0 - “bare bones” drafted from Ad hoc meeting in Seattle
c. 809r1 – Fixes minor errors in 809r1 so it will compile

d. 837r0 - Adds one variable to enable dynamic row management on the request table.  Clarifies texts in index usage for reports tables 
e. 837r3 modifications

· Enables dynamic row management

· Removed max table size for report tables

· Site report configuration is now dynamic

f. Comment that 837r3 supersedes 837r0.  8
g. Comment on the status of the document.  It is on the server and has been there for the required time period.
h. 809r, 837r0, and 837r3 are all candidates, but we will ask for a vote on 837r3
i. Comment that the proposal does not contain the required normative text. 
j. Question on using TUs.  We have already voted TUs into the draft. 
k. TSF is included in 809r3.  Either we put in TSF or totally rely on SysUptime.

l. Questions on bins, are they fixed or variable.  Noise Histogram has fixed number of bins, but not Medium Sense Histogram.
m. Tim proposes a straw poll of which document to submit.

n. Question as to why Tim thinks 837r3 is cumbersome to implement.  Tim responded that the AP might not be running an SNMP agent.  If you do not have an SNMP agent you can’t implement this functionality.  
o. Comment on potential collisions from multiple network management systems.  A response was given that the use of proxies should alleviate the collision problems. 
p. Question about what is gained from dynamic tables.  J believes that APs are running SNMP v2 today and they can take advantage of this functionality.  It does not preclude an AP or station from not using SNMP and/or dynamic capabilities.
q. Comment that we need to ensure that we focus on clients as well as APs.

r. Recess until 7:30.
Monday, November 21, 2003 

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM

	Attendance

	Richard Pain
	Paul Gray
	Tim Olson

	Mikael Hielm
	Shoji Sakurai
	Moo Ryong Jong

	Simon Black
	Hasse Sinivaara 
	Gopal Krishnan

	Mike Lemieux
	Roger Durand
	Marc Miller

	Mike Wilhoyte
	Sudheer Matta
	Malik Audeh

	Leigh Chinitz
	Steve Jackson
	Zhun Zhong

	Massimiliano Maricini
	John Klien
	Lars Falk

	Balazs Czoma
	Fred Haisch
	Tomoko Adachi

	N.K. Shankaranarayanan
	Merwyn Andrade
	Patha Narsimhan

	David Bagby
	Joe Kwak
	Carl Andren

	Harry Wortsell
	
	


1) Chairperson called meeting to order at 7:31 PM.
2) Returned to approved agenda 

3) Technical Presentation - Directed Probe Request Clarification – Marty Lefkowitz – Documents 0834r1 and 833r0.
a. 2003 specification has problems in Clause 7 and Clause 11

b. Clause 7.2.3 - Destination Address in unclear

c. Clause 11 - mentions only SSID and active/passive scanning.
d. Marty would like everyone to review normative text document 834r1 and the PPT 833

e. Comment - The SDL is very clear and takes precedence.  Any SDL changes are outside the scope of our PAR.
f. Comment - Probe Request and Probe Response ambiguity could be address in 802.11m.
g. Question - regarding IBSS and scanning.

h. Comment - there needs to be an ACK in the Probe Response

i. Marty will take comments and produce revised document.
4) Richard relinquishes the Chair to Roger Durand
5) Technical Presentation – Use Scenarios - Richard Pain – Document 633r0

a. Reviewed Station Measurements

b. Comment - Inter Symbol Timer would be needed to determine location/vector

c. Comment - Bit error rate should be changed to packet error rate.
d. Richard asked everyone to look at the document and question if we have covered all of the scenarios and measurements which we sat out to do. 

e. Discussion of Rogue detection in the enterprise (Client/Wired/AP).  Client scanning by itself is not a solution and should not be included in the draft.  
f. Comment - Client scanning is only a piece of the overall solution, but must be included. 
g. Comment – Need to include information to enhance roaming across subnets.
h. Question on antenna diversity.  The standard does not provide good measurements, because we don’t know which antenna that packets are coming in on. 

i. Comment - Battery levels, signal quality, and antenna are missing.
6) Marty desires a letter of clarification on directed probe request which Stuart Kerry would present to TGm; dependent on the outcome of straw polls. 
a. Straw Poll #1:

Would you support clarification of directed probe request with individual MAC Address in Destination Address field in the ieee 802.11 standard?

Yes    16

No
0
Abstain 
15

b. Straw Poll #2
Do you agree that directed probe request belongs in the 802.11 standard?

Yes    16

No
2
Abstain 
8

c. Straw Poll #3

Are directed probe requests with the individual MAC Address in Destination Address field allowed in the 1999 ieee 802.11 standard?

Yes   1 

No
2
Abstain 
17
7) Marty requested a Motion to have S. Kerry ask TGM for clarification on directed probe requests
Motion:

To have S. Kerry ask TGm for clarification on whether directed probe requests with the individual MAC Address in Destination Address field are allowed?
Moved by Marty Lefkowitz

Second by Harry Wortsell
For 
16  

Against 
0

Abstain 
6

Motion Passes 100%
8) Recess until tomorrow 8:00 AM
Tuesday, November 11, 2003 

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM

	Attendance

	Richard Pain
	Malik Audeh
	Simon Barber

	Paul Gray
	David Bagby
	Tim Olson

	Harry Worstell
	J Kim
	Jin Wong

	Gary Spiess
	Roger Durand
	Mikael Hielm

	David Famolari
	Alek Purkovie
	Anuj Purl

	Kazuyala Sakaba
	Ken Cook
	WC Tang

	Poomen
	A Garrett
	Tsuguhide Aoki

	Zhun Zhong
	Kumiko Jimi
	Harry Bims

	Niels Van Erven
	Joe Mueller
	Leo Mantebam

	Marc Miller
	Massimiliano Marcini
	John Klien

	John Klien
	Lars Falu
	Shoii Sakurai

	Pratik Mehta 
	Carl Andren
	Matrin Lefkowitz

	Jan Krnys
	Sudheer Matta
	Michael Lemieux

	Patrick Worfolk
	Bobby Jose
	Bala Balachandar

	Dov Andelman
	Tomoko Adachi
	Chuck Bartel


1) Meeting was called to order by Roger Durand (current chairperson) at 8:01 AM

2) Richard Paine asked for a received approval to reclaim the chair

3) Motion to Amend Agenda 

a. Add Simon Black to today’s Agenda 

b. Add vote on 837r3 to today’s Agenda

c. Add Roger Durand to the weekly Agenda “Data Rate is Signal Quality”

d. Add Sudheer to the weekly Agenda for technical presentation “Probe Response with RCPI Element”

e. Moved by Harry Wortsell
f. Second by Paul Gray

g. Motion to amend agenda passes unanimously

4) Technical Presentation -“PICs Proforma” – Simon Black – Documents 889r0 and 869

a. ISO-IEC 8802-11 Annex A

b. PICs Status Symbols

c. PICs Format

d. Review of 869 normative text
e. Parallel Measurements

· Discussion of Parallel Bit as being optional.  Comment that we need parallel measurements and this bit should not be optional.

· Optional gets votes and not specification.

· Parallel measurement is not very well defined in current draft.

f. Comment - mandatory means you have to respond with “no”.  We are not able to define a scheduling mechanism.
g. Comment - We need to add the normative text and if it is optional the market will weed out the APs that don’t support measurements.

h. Comment - Protocol and functional requirements are different.  
i. Question - How are PICs approved?  Experience from 802.11i & 802.11e is that is comes in latter stages.  It can and does change as the draft evolves.  If we vote in the MIB, there must be accompanying PICs.  

j. Comment that we can vote the entire document in and make revisions as we go along.

k. Question - why is there not a reference for RCPI for 802.11g?  We need a mandatory measurement for measuring interference or noise, because currently both are optional.

l. Simon Black requests a straw poll
Straw Poll:

Would you support PICs as currently defined in 869r0?

Yes 15   

No
7
Abstain 
16  

m. Tim Olson requests an additional straw poll
Straw Poll:

Who would support PICs if parallel measurements and noise histogram were made mandatory?

Yes   8 

No  
9
Abstain  
21

5) Resumption of Technical Presentation – “Summary of  Seattle MIB” – J Kim – Document 837r3
a. 809r1 – fixes various minor edits

b. 837r0 – adds one variable to enable dynamic row management 

c. 837r3 – removed maximum size, made site report table dynamic

d. Request for Motion
Motion:

To instruct the editor to incorporate the MIB text 11-03-837r3 into the current TGk 0.8 draft.

Moved by J Kim

Second by Carl Andren

Discussion on Motion to incorporate MIB text

· Comment against the motion, because there is not accompanying normative text.

· Comment for the motion stating that the MIB can be changed as we progress; we need a starting point.  If needed we can make correlations to the primitive later.

· Comment for the motion stating that this is the bare bones definitions as defined in the Seattle Ad hoc meeting.  It is not cast in stone, the MIB can be altered.

· Comment for the motion because this represents the best effort of two groups in Seattle and it is a good starting point.

· Comment that MIB as defined is missing the conformance groups.

Motion:

Motion to Call the Question

Moved by Harry Wortsell

Second Tim Olson

For
17


Against 
1

Abstain 
13

Motion Passes @ 94%

48 Attendees


Back to Main Motion
To instruct the editor to incorporate the MIB text 11-03-837r3 into the current TGk 0.8 draft.

For
18


Against
1

Abstain 
13

Motion Passes @ 95%

48 Attendees

6) Technical Presentation - Add TBTT Offset Field – Marty Lefkowitz – Document 860r1
a. Reviewed example code 

b. Comment - that we could use the beacon report, the definition is outside the scope of this document

c. Comment - TBTT is a good concept, but it is difficult to implement.  There would require a great amount of resync.

d. Response - It is optional and only mandatory to send the 2 bytes in the site report.
e. Comment - There are other methods to perform passive scanning.

f. Marty will take the comments are rework document.

7) Chairperson notes that Harry is crafting a paper “Need to manage ieee 802.11 devices” during the break outside the meeting room.

8) Recess until Wednesday morning at 8:00 AM
Wednesday, November 12, 2003 

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM

	Attendance

	Richard Pain
	Paul Gray
	Bob Miller

	David Bagby
	Balazs Czoma
	Tomoko Adachi

	Yasuhiko Inoue
	Burak Baysal
	Joe Kwak

	Mike Lemieux
	Robert Kroniuger
	Patrick Mourot

	Zhun Zhong
	Bala Balachander
	Yu-ren Yang

	David Famolari
	Vivek Gubta
	Malik Audeh

	David Leach
	Tim Godfrey
	Pertti Alapuranen

	Noman Rangwala
	Hasse Sinivaara
	Massimiliano Marcini

	Marc Miller
	Steve Pope
	Lars Falk

	Shoji Sakurai
	Leo Manteban
	Steve Jackson

	Bruce Edwards
	Simon Black
	Tim Olson

	Mark Bilstud
	Mikael Hjelm
	Kue Wong

	Tom Kirmp
	Harry Worstell
	John Klien

	
	
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 8:00 AM
2) Review Agenda
a. Probe Response Adding Info Element (Matta)

b. Vote on PICs (Black)

c. TGh Amendments for TGk (Marion) 786r1

d. Extensions to SMT Notifications (Marion) 789r2

e. Directed Probe Request

f. Border Flag (Black)

g. Periodic Measurements (KWAK)

3) Technical Discussion – Summary from TGm meeting on Directed Probe – Marty Lefkowitz
a. This not active scanning and there is nothing in the specification that states that this can’t be done.
b. TGm suggested an action frame as opposed to probe request.  This way a legacy station will just ignore an action frame.
c. Marty is updating his document with the suggestion of TGm.
d. Question - would the action frame be acknowledged?  Yes it will be acknowledge.  We will define a null action frame.
e. Question - what happens on retries.  Create a new rule for fast scanning.
f. TGm suggested creating a KTIM like a DTIM to allowing timing and preserve power-saving.  Comment that KTIM will need to synchronize to DTIM.
4) Simon Requested a Motion to add the PICs Proforma 869r0 to Draft
Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0869r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft. 

Moved by Simon Black

Second by Simon Barber

Discussion on Motion

· Comment - the parallel Bit and Noise Measurement be mandatory.

· Comment against the motion because voting now is inappropriate.  There are 45 orthogonal lines.  Every line item needs review.

· Comment for the motion - The draft is early and needs additional improvement.   PICs can be voted on at the very end when it meets our expectation. 

· Comment for the motion - We can vote PICs in now and make changes as we go.  It does 2 things (a) gets people thinking about it and (b) there is a good level of agreement as witnessed by the straw poll.

For 16  


Against 6

Abstain 
7

Motion Fails @ 72%

5) Tim Olson Requests an Amendment to Motion 
Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0869r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft with the following two changes; item RRM 3.1 Parallel Measurements and RRM 7 Noise Histogram be changed to mandatory and RRM 7.1 and RRM 7.2 no longer needs to be conditional on RRM 7. 

Moved by Tim Olson

Second by Simon Barber

Discussion on Motion

· Joe Kwak requested a friendly amendment
· Tim declined the friendly amendment

For 13  


Against 8

Abstain 
6

Motion Fails @ 61%

6) Technical Presentation – TGh Amendments - Joe Kwak – Document 786r1

a. Document breaks TGh draft in 3 groups
· TPC relevant sections from P802.11h/D3.11 that are needed, but where no changes are necessary shall be incorporated into the 11k draft “as is”. They are listed in the beginning of the text proposal.
· TPC relevant sections from P802.11h/D3.11 that are needed, but where changes are necessary shall be incorporated into the 11k draft with the highlighted changes as shown in the text proposal.
· Non relevant TPC sections.

b. Comment - TPC is valuable in TGk, but do we need all of the TGh text.   
c. Response - Sections could be deleted or changed after inclusion into the draft.

d. Joe requested a motion
Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0786r1 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft. 

Moved by Joe Kwak

Second by Simon Barber

For
9

Against 
2

Abstain 
15

Motion Passes 81%
7) Technical Presentation – Extensions to SMTnotification Table – Joe Kwak - Document 789r2
a. 4 non controversial extensions

· Add A STA associated (= “successfully”)
· Add A STA association attempt failed”
· Add A STA reassociated (= “successfully”)
· Add A STA reassociation attempt failed”
b. MIB Changes

· dot11AssociateStation - This attribute holds the MAC address from the Address 1 field of the most recently transmitted association response frame. If no association response frame has been transmitted, the value of this attribute shall be 0
· dot11AssociateID
· dot11AssociateFailStation
· dot11AssociateFailStatus
c. Question – How is client quality determined?   This is not included in normative text, only in the document for future thought. 

d. Comment - SMT notifications are not time critical and measured in seconds.

e. Comment - Timing issue on re-association with IAPP.
f. Comment - Notification should happen at the end of the association.

g. Question - How practical are SNMP notifications, because these will become traps in an AP.
h. Comment - When designing MIBs one should expose the state of the machine for reads and traps as well.

i. Comment - 802.1x MIB is a good example of exposing the state of the machine.

j. Joe Requested a Motion
Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0789r2 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft. 

Moved by Joe Kwak

Second by Carl Andren

Discussion on Motion

· Question - Are these amendments actually measurements.

· Comment for the motion - We already have notifications defined in the spec
For
11 

Against 
 1

Abstain 
22

Motion Passes 91%

8) Technical Presentation - Probe Response with RCPI Information Element – Sudheer Matta - Document 916r0
a. Case #1 - AP and station hear each other good. Depicted here is only one possible scenario
b. Case #2 - AP hears the station, but station barely receives AP Signal
c. Case #3 - Station receives AP signals good, but the AP barely hears the station
d. Introduce a new information element or use an existing information element to convey to the station, in the probe response the RCPI of the probe request, which prompted this response.

e. Stations are hanging on to an AP way to long.

f. Question - Is probe response is going to be expensive to provide RCPI

g. Comment - Include a selection antenna selection, because scenarios can change for each antenna.
h. Comment – Proposal should not determine what the stations do with these measurements.

i. Comment - Could be a misleading indicator because the client responds to probes at max power and the drops down during association.  

j. Comment - This proposal would not keep stations from hanging on to the AP.  Some clients don’t even probe.  Microsoft is always probing every minute.  Question is every minute enough?
k. Sudheer requests a Straw Poll

Straw Poll Voting Members Only:

Would you support RCPI measurements of the probe request in probe responses? 

Yes  21  

No  
0
Abstain  6


9) Marty Requested  a motion to have Stuart Kerry ask TGM for clarification on directed probe requests

Motion:

To have Stuart Kerry ask TGm for clarification on whether directed probe requests with the individual MAC Address in Destination Address field are allowed?

Moved by Marty


Second by Harry

For 16  

Against 0

Abstain 
6

Motion Passes @ 100%
10) Meeting in recess until 1:30 

Wednesday, November 12, 2003 

1:30 PM – 3:30 PM

	Attendance

	Paul Gray
	Richard Pain
	Chih Tsien

	Ryoko Matsuo
	Tomoko Adachi
	Carl Andren

	David Bagby
	Mikael Hielm
	Zhun Zong

	Jin Kue Wong
	John Klien
	Ian Sherlock

	Patrick Worfolk
	Bruce Edwards
	Matthew fischeer

	Hasse Sinivaara
	Marc Miller
	Lars Falk

	Massimiliano Marcini
	Simon Black
	Leo Manteban

	Steve Pope
	Tim Olson
	Joe Kwak

	Marty Lefkowitz
	Malik Audeh
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 1:30.
2) Review Agenda
3) Technical Presentation – WiFi Interoperability – Richard Pain – Document 852r0

a. Question - Are ready to go to WiFi.  How have others TGs done it in the past?
b. Comment - We are the experts and we should produce recommended interoperability test for WiFi.
c. Comment – We should not approach WiFi now or ever.  They have done a very poor job in the past of implementing recommendations (example WPA).
d. Comment - We should coordinate with WPP (Wireless Performance and Prediction) as well.   WPP was approved as study group this week.
e. Comment - WPP is dedicated to testing and should not overlap our group.

f. Richard made a suggestion that we meet with WNG mid morning tomorrow.

4) Technical Presentation – Probe Request with No Response Option – Marty Lefkowitz – Document 857r2

a. Add new scan type “Fast Scan”

b. Clause 10 required change - parameter must contain an individual address, not a broadcast address
c. Clause 11.1.3 – incorporate Fast Scan mode and specify null action frame

d. 11.3.2.2 – 3 methods for exit (a) success, (b) timeout can’t access media, and (c) timeout no ACK

e. Comment - ScanConfirm modifies BSSDescription with accompanying normative text.

f. Comment - Section 7.4.2 is not complete.

g. Question – Is this RRM.   
h. Response - Gaining power measurements will keep the client from always scanning.
i. Question - Do we really want to use an Action Frame for this?

j. Question - Why we didn’t extend one of our existing reports to incorporate this mechanism.  
k. Response - This was defined as a real-time measurement for clients.

l. Comment - We should not define a frame as “Null Action.  We should change the name to RadioActionPing.
m. Discussion - Action frames are not currently classified.  Can an AP request a measurement from a STA when the STA is not associated with it? Action frames are classified in TGe.  TGe is not approved.

n. Question - Where you would use this feature.  
o. Response - If you are VoIP phone and trying to access the environment and maintain your call quality you will need to do fast background scanning.  
p. Discussion - we have RTS frames defined that will give a CTS reply.  Why add another frame.  What do you do with the NAV?  RTS followed by CTS without a data frame it is not a valid sequence.  If we decide to use RTS we will need to define proper data sequence.  Advantages of changing RTS/CTS text are (1) it will be much smaller change in the draft and (2) most APs will not require a data frame in the sequence.
q. Comment - Action frames could get retried up to 7 times.  
r. Response - This text specifies not to retry.

s. Comment – Change ACK to include (Power Level and How I received the Ping).
t. Question – I don’t understand text “the STA may observe EIFS rules” and “normal retry rules do no apply”.

u. Comment - Need to interleave Fast Scan and Active Scan.  We have the site report which gives you targets of interest.
v. Marty will address the comments and try to bring it to a vote on Thursday.

5) Technical Presentation – Frame Request Periodic Measurements – Joe Kwak – Document 896r0

a. Our current framework is request and reply only.  
b. Adding Transmitter Address – allows filtering to a single address.  If you want all then set the address to the broadcast address.  If you are interested in the link between you and a particular transmitter.  Transmitter Address is the only new element.  The other elements are already defined in Beacon Request.
c. Adding dot11RRMRqstFrameReportCondition
d. Question – How to cancel periodic measurement when I roam to another AP?  
e. Response - We addressed in the BeaconRequest.  
f. Comment - This defines the AP, but what about a client.  We should add some text regarding disassociation to stop taking periodic measurements.
g. Question – How to set multiple periodic measurements on a single station.  The station should act on latest request and makes it the highest priority. 
h. Comment - The AP will have to track state on previously requested measurements.  We have protocol limitation that we will need to address for periodic measurements.  Reference section 11 for more details.
i. Question - If a station receives a unicast request and then receives a broadcast request, which take precedence.  
j. Response - Priority for precedence of responding to a request is Unicasts, Multicast, and Broadcast.
k. Comment - Do we need to support multiple upper layer applications or application meaning a single entity?  Do we have the obligation?

l. How do we authenticate these requests?  
m. Response - Management frames have no security. It is an open question.  John is coming tomorrow to talk about security of action/management frames. 
n. Joe will rework the document for vote later in the session.
6) Chair asked Simon Black to prepare a presentation of deficiencies.
7) Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM.
Wednesday, November 12, 2003 

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM

	Attendance

	Paul Gray
	Tim Olson 
	Chih Tsien

	Bruce Lung
	Ryoko Matsuo
	Tomoko Adachi

	Carl Andren
	John Klein
	Shoji Sakurai

	Bob Miller
	Harrry Worstell
	Michael Su

	Zhun Zhong
	Mikael Hielm
	Stefan Rommer

	Niek Van Erven
	Jin Kue Wongg
	Partha Narasimhan

	Peter Ecclesine
	Patrick Worfolk
	Yaron Dycian

	Bruce Edwards
	Matthew Fischer
	D.J. Shyy

	Vivek Gupta
	Anuj Puri
	Mike Lemieux

	David J. Donovan
	David Leach
	Bob Kroninger

	Malik Audeh
	Marty Lefkowitz
	Areg Alimian

	Steve Commer
	Roger Durand
	Sudheer Matta

	Hasse Sinivaara
	Hidenori Aoki
	Farooq Bari

	Burak Baysal
	Marc Miller
	Lars Falk

	Mike Moreton
	Jon Edney 
	Fred Haisch

	Massimiliano Marcini
	Simon Black
	Leo Mateban

	Amjad Soomro 
	Steve Pope
	David Bagby

	Joe Kwak
	Richard Pain
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 4:01 PM
2) Review Agenda
3) Technical Presentation – Border Flag in IEEE802.11k Site Reporting – Simon Black – Document 947r0, 944r0

a. Based on previous proposals
· 11-03-338r0, STA Statistics & RRM Information Distribution

· 11-03-0544r0, Revised BSS Neighbourhood Distribution
b. The principle of the border bit is to identify in Site Reports the BSSs close to the ‘exit points’ of ESS coverage such that:
· A strong hint for dual-mode WLAN-cellular terminals that a hand-off to a network beyond the WLAN may be required shortly

· Preparatory activities may take place while the WLAN signal quality is acceptable

· Unnecessary inter-network transitions which may involve significant signalling and higher probability of service disruption are avoided
c. Typically the border flag would be set by a system administrator and the normative text proposal assumes that control of this is made available via the TGk MIB.
d. Changes to MIB
· Remove - dot11RRMSiteReportESSBorder

TruthValue

· Replace  - dot11RRMSiteReportESSMatch

TruthValue

· Replace - dot11RRMSiteReportCapMatch

TruthValue

· Replace - dot11RRMSiteReportSuppRatesMatch
TruthValue
e. Question - If this flag would clash with what other Task Groups are doing.  There is 802.11 study group looking at roaming between WLAN and WAN?

f. Question - Should this be included in the site report?  
g. Comment – Hopefully network providers won’t use to hoard stations in multi-network environments.  
h. Comment - This is simple mechanism that provides useful information without specifying what is done with the bit.

i. Comment - This bit is defined as a binary flag what does zero mean.  We need to be clear in the text.

j. Comment - This could serve as IDS in some scenarios.

k. Question - What would happen if there are multiple provides without single administrative Domain.  
l. Comment - This is an ESS boarder.   
m. Comment – It seems that the boarder flag will always be set.  
n. Comment - Since we are not defining the client functionality, then it is hard to engineer what happens when the bit is set.  There is too much ambiguity to be useful.
o. Comment - The site report supports multiple ESSs.

p. Comment - The Boarder Bit is only hint and not the entire algorithm.

q. Simon will take comment and amend the document for a later vote.

4) Tim Olson Requested a Straw Poll
Straw Poll:

Does the group feel it is acceptable to conclude TGk without having a mandatory Radio Measurement?
· Request for friendly amendment to change “Noise” to “Interference”

· Tim accepts friendly amendment

Does the group feel it is acceptable to conclude TGk without having a mandatory Interference Measurement?
Yes  10  

No  
30

Abstain  1

5) Technical Presentation - Channel Information in Probe Request - Leo Monteban – Document 952r0

a. Include the DS Parameter Set information element in the probe-request and extend the rules for reacting to a probe-request to include a check on/off channel reception.

b. Question - Is TGk is the correct task group to fix it.

c. Question - Can this functionality be disabled, because in some instances it would be valuable to still have off channel reception?  
d. Response - The current document does not have an on/off option, but it could be added.

e. Question - Regarding backward capability.  Legacy stations should ignore it.  
f. Comment - This is not a new element, so legacy stations would not ignore it and probably would not know how to process it.
g. Question - Should this go into Fast Roaming and Fast Handoff group.   
h. Comment Fasting Roaming will not address this.
i. Leo Requests Two Straw Polls
Straw Poll:

Should we consider Channel Information in Probe Request in TGk?

Yes
35

No
0
Abstain 5

Straw Poll:

Should we consider Channel Information in Probe Request in TGk as a unique and new element?

Yes
4
No
6
Abstain
27

j. Comment – Should tie this submission to only TGk capable devices.  If we don’t we can make it backward compatible to AP via firmware upgrade.

k. Leo Requests Motion

Motion:

Move to instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k.

Moved by Leo Monteban

Second by Sudheer Matta

Motion to Amend:

To amend the current motion to read “To instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft striking the RRM bit requirement text from document 11-03-0952r0”.

Moved by Marty Lefkowitz

Second by Tim Olson


For 
16

Against 
3

For 
4 
Motion Passes @ 84%

Motion to Postpone:

Move to postpone the original motion until tomorrow morning at 8:00 AM

Moved by Harry Worstell

Second by Simon Black

Motion Passes Unanimously
l. Meeting in recess until 8:00 AM tomorrow.
Thursday, November 13, 2003 

8:00 AM – 10:00 AM

	Attendance

	Paul Gray
	Simon Black
	Jon Edney

	David Bagby
	Leo Nonteban
	Massimiliano Marcini

	Lars Falk
	Marc Miller
	Hase Sinivaara

	Dave Leach
	Jin Kue Wong
	John Klien

	Malek Audeh
	Sudheer Matta
	Gopal Krishnan

	Mikael Hielm
	Fred Hzisch
	Andrew Khieu

	Bala Balachander
	Vivek Gupta
	Steve Pope

	Marty Lefkowitz
	Tim Olson
	


1) Chair calls meeting to order at 8:00 AM
2) Review Agenda
3) Resumption of motion to instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k.
a. Request a Motion
Motion:

To postpone the motion on the channel inclusion in probe request to 1:30.

Moved by Simon Black

Second by Dave Bagby

For 16 


Against 
0

Abstain
1
Motion Passes Unanimously 
4) Technical Presentation – Protection Action Frames – Jon Edny – Document 854r0
a. Straw poll in TGi was passed overwhelmingly.
b. No security protection for action frames (integrity, privacy).

c. External monitoring could reveal information such as the location of stations in a building.

d. Suggested Approaches

· Use data frame with special Ethertype
· Protect all actions frames using key derived from group key
· Protect unicast with pair wise key and multicast with group key
e. Question - What information is exposed in action frames prior to association?  Is there additional information exposed in action frames while a stations is associating.

f. Comment – This is not applicable to Hot Spots. 802.11i APs are unsecured by default. 
g. Comment - This presentation is an assertion that TGi can’t fix the problem.  We should push this back to TGi.

h. Comment - There is a difference between class 1 and class 3 frames.  We might be able to ignore particular frame classifications.
i. Comment - APs now have multiple SSIDs and keys per ESS might be a drawback.  
j. Response - There is a price for security.
k. Comment - TGi will not address the action frame security issue.  
l. Jon will continue to refine the document. 

5) Technical Presentation - Reassociation Counter – Lars Falk – Document 737r0
a. Lars Requests a Motion
Motion:

Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the Reassociation Counter proposal of 03/737r0 into the TGk draft where appropriate and, if necessary, modify the text to be consistent with the draft.

Discussion on Motion

· Comment - Counter32 is a circular counter which resets to zero and that is not what you want.

· Questions - Is this a counter for successful reassociations or unsuccessful reassociations.  
· Response - Only for successful, but unsuccessful is a good idea.
· Comment against motion - If you are using TUs that would require that the AP update the MIB every TU.  Period counter is not very well defined.
· Comment against – This looks to be a feature creep and the number of questions validates this assertion.  
· Comment against - This does require sending messages like other counters defined in 802.11k.

· Comment – we could convert it to a notification like the SMT notifications that we voted in yesterday.

Moved by Lars Falk

Second by 

b. Lars Withdraws the motion

c. Meeting in recess until 10:30 AM.
Thursday, November 13, 2003 

10:30 AM – 10:35 AM

1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 10:31 AM 
2) Meeting in recess until 11:15, because WGN working is running late. 

Thursday, November 13, 2003 

11:15 AM – 12:30 AM

	Attendance

	
	
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 11:15 AM
2) Technical Presentation – Managed IEEE 802.11 Devices – Harry Worstell  - Document 950r1

a. Review History of WLANs
b. Comment - Simon Black was present in the discussion and asked that his name be stricken from the document.  His participation in the discussion is in no way an endorsement by him or his company Nokia.  Simon requested this be noted in the minutes.
c. Comment - WGN has been discussing forming a study group focusing on inter workings between WLAN and cellular.  There might be a potential overlap.
d. Comment for - Customers are asking for these services today.  We need to integrate WLANs into the tiered networks of large telecom.
e. Question - Are there other alternatives to forming a study group?  
f. Response - This is the normal process of forming a PAR within 802.11 and IEEE.
g. Question – about overlap with other groups and what is trying to be defined.  
h. Response - This group is focused on layer 1 and 2.  
i. Comment for – Layer 2 MLME is the entity that provides conformance to regulations.  
j. Comment for – This work will make .11 networks efficient and easier to control.
k. Harry requests a Straw Poll

Straw Poll:

Would you support forming a study group to evaluate the need to enable external network management entities extend the managed services of the wired networks through to the wireless devices attached to those networks, which is a logical extension of the measurement work now underway in TGk?
Yes  57

No
1

Abstain
9
3) WNG Discussion
a. Comment - Document are posted on the server, please review
b. Comment – WPP first created taxonomy and built measurements upon this taxonomy.

c. TGk is proposing new protocols that are live on air.  WPP is proposing ways to standardize test matrices used to evaluate products.

d. Comment - WWP does not know what is required from TGk and we should discuss the overlaps possibilities.

e. Meeting in recess until 1:30 PM.
Thursday, November 13, 2003 

1:30 PM – 3:30 PM

	Attendance

	
	
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 1:30 PM 
2) Proposed Agenda for Thursday

a. Request a Motion

Motion:

To amend agenda by moving Adrian’s Presentation to later this afternoon.

Moved by Harry Worstell

Second by J Kim 

Motion Passes Unanimously

3) Resumption of Channel Information in Probe Request motion

a. Motion on the floor as of postponement on Wednesday.
Motion to Amend:

To amend the current motion to read “To instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r0 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft striking the RRM bit requirement text from document 11-03-0952r0”.

Moved by Marty Lefkowitz

Second by Tim Olson

For 
16

Against 
3

Abstain
4 

Motion Passes @ 84%

b. Motion to Amend the Amended Motion
Motion:

To amend the current motion to read to instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r1 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved Simon Black

Second Dave Bagby
For
24

Against 
0

Abstain
4

Motion Passes @ 100%
c. Amended Motion
Motion:

Move to instruct the editor to add the normative text in submission 11-03-0952r1 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft
Moved Leo Monteban
Second Sudheer Matta
For 
27

Against 
0

Abstain 
1

Motion Passes @ 100%

4) Technical Presentation – Quality Measurement Discussions – Joe Kwak Document 970r0

a. Introduce Straw Polls for voting in a later session.
5) Technical Presentation – Data Rate is Signal Quality - Roger Durand – Document 866r0

a. It is simple and easy to implement

b. A means to better determine the need to initiate a possible roaming event
c. A means to infer (Excess Interference, High Multipart, Excessive Collisions, Poor Radio Performance

d. Two valid Indexes – PSNI, EVM, but not consensus

e. Question – which data rate would be utilizing.  Transmitter data rate for the link.

f. Question – would this approach have the ability to allow a client to determine which APs to roam to.
g. Question – Is this the last transmitted data rate or max data.  
h. Response - Average of last number of packets.

i. Comment – There is not a single data rate, because packets can be sent out at different data rates

j. Comment – when polling APs that you are not actually associated it – you don’t have a data rate.
k. Comment – Gathering data on an adjacent AP; a station still monitors traffic on other APs and CRC on the packets.   The STA would know the AP’s quality.
l. Comment – it is not only what you receive, but what you transmit as well.
m. Question – what if you have a 2 megabit only phone how would judge quality. 
n. Comment – you also have QoS issues where the AP is only transmitting at a low/high data rate.

o. Roger Requests a Straw Poll

To endorse the value of using data rates as a means to discern signal quality?

Yes
14
No
11
Abstain 
16

6) Technical Presentation - An Effective Signal Quality Measure Using OFDM Pilot Symbols - Brian Johnson – Document 844r1
a. Establish evaluation method for signal quality measure effectiveness.

b. Define a signal quality measure using OFDM pilot symbols.

c. Analyze effectiveness of proposed signal quality measure.

d. Describe scenarios for use of signal quality measurements.
e. Comment – the power amplifier could be creating an artificial floor.   

f. Comment – there will be variation at low constellation.  

g. Comment – these measurements are not catching all variables.  Potentially add the link margin.  

h. Comment – there could be misconceptions about EVM.  
i. Comment – this is an improvement over prior proposals.  By using Pilots you decreasing the processing requirements.

j. Question – how can you make this measurement work for non OFDM devices?
k. Comment – we need to get agreement on a measurement.

l. Comment – This does not fix collision or interference issues, but it is something we need.  Suggest using a training packet
m. Comment – the silicon vendors want 11k standard soon so they can re-spin their silicon.

7) Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM
Thursday, November 13, 2003 

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM

	Attendance

	
	
	


1) Chairperson calls meeting to order at 4:00 PM
2) Review Agenda

a. Motion:
To amend agenda moving move Sudheer’s Presentation up

Moved Harry Worstell

Second Malek Audeh

Motion passes unanimously

3) Technical Presentation – RCPI  information element in the probe - Sudheer Matta-  Document 961r3 
a. For legacy stations will pass RCPIMeasurement field of 255

b. Comment – do we need to have text regarding non 11k station?  

c. Comment – Clause 10 only defines a single confirm.  You need to define a confirmation per individual AP.

d. Comment – Element ID 41 and 42 are already defined by another Task Group.  
e. Comment - Draft standards can define Element IDs as TBD.
f. Comment – Define a new set “measurement set”

g. Sudheer will rework document and submit for a potential vote at 9:30
4) Technical Presentation – PSNI: New PHY Measurement for Link Quality – Joe Kwak  -  Document 899r0

a.  RSSI is defined at antenna input connector but is not fully specified: no unit definitions, no performance requirements (accuracy, testability).
b. Comment – concerned about testing environment a sample method not truly representative of the real world.  
c. Question – Is this an improvement over what we have today and is it worth the work to implement. 

d. Comment – could not find document 316 on the server.  It not accessible from the IEEE web interface, because it is too old. 
e. Comment – a thousand packets is overkill in normative specification.

f. Comment – With measurements taken at 50 nanoseconds would you have to increase number of packets with the addition of interference.

g. Comment – we should cut down the number of packets and increase the inaccuracy, so we have a more usable measurement.

h. Comment – 1000 packets may be too many, we can change the normative text to match real world.  
i. Comment - Putting into the draft allows more people to see the text and recommend changes.

j. Comment – 100 packets correlates to 1000 in accuracy, we should change to 100.
5) Joe Kwak request vote on his previous Straw Polls

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #1):

Does TGk need a QUANTITATIVE link quality indicator?

Yes
29


No
1

Abstain 
7

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #2):

Is a “black box” specification preferred over a detailed functional, “how-to” specification which mandates a certain implementation?

Yes
15


No
8

Abstain 
12

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #3):

If TGk decides to specify HOW  to implement a quality indicator, is EVM the best basis for an implementation spec?

Yes
3


No
5

Abstain 
29

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #4):

Is a tabular performance specification (specifying indicator performance at limited number of points) adequate?

Yes
13


No
0

Abstain 21

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #5):

Should the link quality indicator accurately reflect output quality in both AWGN and fading conditions (using variance adjustment or equivalent)?  

Yes
13


No
1

Abstain 
23

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #6):

Would members support a link quality measurement based on OFDM pilot tones for OFDM based PHYs and some link quality measurement for 802.11b?  

Yes
8


No
3

Abstain 
22

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #7):

Would members support, as mandatory, any signal quality spec that will likely require a silicon revision to claim 11k compliance?

Yes
1


No
26

Abstain 
7

6) Dave Bagby call orders of the day
7) Meeting in recess until 7:30 PM.

Thursday, November 13, 2003 

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM

	Attendance

	
	
	


1) Call to order

2) Proposed Agenda for Thursday

a. Request a Motion to accept the amended agenda

b. Motion passes

3) Technical Presentation – PICs Proforma – Simon Black – Document 8689r1

a. Simon Request a Motion
Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0869r1 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved by Simon Black

Second by Tim Olson

For  21


Against 0


Abstain 1
Motion Passes @ 100%
4) Technical Presentation – Director Probe Request - Marty Lefkowitz - Documents 857r2

a. Changes in Clause 10
· Scan Types – Passive, Active, and Fast
· Changes to the ResultCode – added ACK_TIMEOUT and CHANNEL_TIMEOUT

b. Changes in Clause 11

· During a FASTSCAN you will get a response in MinChannelTime

c. Comment – This is a good measurement for scanning and we should expose this to SME and define it in a MIB.  Implement it as measurement request and change the name to something different.
d. Response – It is a real time measure and sending it to the upper layers may diminish its value.

e. Comment – Internally it can be used real time and externally you can the MLME.

f. Comment – A NMS can’t utilize it unless it is defined in the MIB.  
g. Comment – Our future direction is to include any additions into the MIB.

h. Comment – This has merit because it is a valuable scanning mechanism which is faster than the BeaconReport.

i. Comment – Change the name of Null Action Frame to Radio Ping.

j. Question – Does IBSS in address 1 work?  Active scanning will work because address 1 is a broadcast address.

k. Question – Can we deal with IBSS in address 1 when the MIB modifications are made?
l. Comment – We need to correct IBSS issues as we see them, but there are others already in the draft.  We should go back and scrub the entire document.

m. Comment – There is no way to know from the confirmation that it was a fast scan.  The device will have to keep state on the request.

n. Marty Requests a Motion

Motion:

To instruct the editor to add the contents of submission 11-03-0857r2 into the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

Moved by Marty Lefkowitz

Second by Sudheer Matta

For  21


Against 
10

Abstain 
6

Motion Fails

o. Motion to amend the Agenda
Motion:



To move Roger Durand’s Presentation to the end of Agenda



Moved by Roger Durand



Second by David Bagby



Motion Passes Unanimously
5) Joe Kwak Request Completion of Straw Polls

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #8):

Would members support, as optional, a signal quality spec that will likely require a silicon revision to claim 11k compliance?

Yes
7


No
11

Abstain 15

Straw Poll (Joe Kwak #9):

Would members support reserving and defining the required bit fields for a future signal quality measurement that could be defined as mandatory in TGn?

Yes
3


No
19

Abstain 12

6) To amend the Agenda to allow the Chair to best conduct business

Motion:
To allow Chair to modify Agenda as need to conduct business.
Moved by David Bagby

Second by Simon Black

Motion Passes Unanimously

7) Richard Requests a Straw Poll

Straw Poll 

Is TGk ready to go to working group letter ballot?
Unanimously disapproved
a. Comment – Conduct internal TGk letter ballot.
8) Richard Request a Motion to adjourn
Motion:

To adjourn - Moved by Roger Durand - Second by Harry Worstell - Motion Passes Unanimously 

9)  Meeting is adjourn










Minutes
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