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Monday, May 10, 2004

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

3. Review IEEE 802 & 802.11 Policies and Rules
a. Patent Policy – none seen
b. Inappropriate Topics

c. Documentation
d. Voting

e. Roberts Rules
4. Objectives for Meeting 04-505r2

a. Complete D0.14 Review
b. Measurement Security Inputs
c. Site Report to Support Handoff

d. Letter Ballot Vote 

5. Technical Presentation Review
a. Black – Comment Resolution
b. Kwak – (4) - Periodic Measurements
c. Qi 

d. Walker 
e. Aboba

6. Move to accept modified agenda

7. Technical Presentation – RRM Security Requirement Assessment- Jesse Walker - 11-04/482r0 
a. Comment – All of the measurement requests have identical analysis of not requiring confidentiality.
b. Question – How could do a denial of service attack on “Load Report”?  Answer – if you use a “Load Report” to convince clients to migrate to another access point.  

c. Comment – How about the Beacon Report.  Answer – it is in the report.   
8. Technical Presentation - Limiting Degrees of Freedom for Measurement Requests – 11-04/519r0 - Edney
a. Question – does “states” mean “dot11states”. Answer – yes.
b. Comment – It will be good to have the use-case scenarios.
9. Technical Presentation – Measurement Protection – Jesse Walker – 11-04/264r4
a. Action frames that are sent prior to 4-way handshake can’t be protected.

b. Goal is to reuse 11i the way it is.

c. We would have to introduce a management replay counter.
d. Intend to bring proposal later in the week.

e. Comment – 11h did not want to protect action frames. 

f. Question – Is the security header in this proposition, the 11i header.   Answer – TKIP protects source, destination, and priority.   Need different set of rules for muting management bits.

g. Comment – This defines action categories that can decide if it is protection capable.  If a station is not capable then it does not get these action frames.
h. Comment – This proposal treats action frames as a new form of data frames with a new replay space.

10. Technical Presentation – Use of EAPOL-Key messages – Tim More – 11-04/534r0

a. 11i defines how and when keys material is available for protection & encryption.
b. 11i EAPOL-Key frame is extendable
c. Secure channel exists between STA and AP as soon as PTK is available
d. Do not need a new encryption mechanism for 802.11k.
e. Question – does it work for broadcast?  Answer – send an unprotected frame with the data protected.  

f. Question – Are the 2 proposals heard today new security mechanisms outside 802.11i?  Answer - 802.11i explicitly describes how it applies to data frames and nothing else. These proposals are new applications of existing encryption mechanisms.

g. Question – Is there precedence for this? Answer – yes.

h. Comment – Wouldn’t this be a candidate for denial of service.  Answer – if keys are in place, somebody would have to know your key.  If a malicious attacker was in same broadcast group, then they would have your key.

i. Comment – we must assume that 11i is in the baseline text.

j. Comment – in the action frame there is a dialogue token.

11. Technical Presentation – Site Report Conceptual Model – Bernard Aboba – 11-04/565r0

a. Problem Statement - The primary purpose of the Site Report is to provide measurements to the STA prior to scanning, which enable the STA to optimize aspects of roaming:
· Scanning

· Pre-authentication

· Others

b. The information is only a hint; you will always need something else prior to roaming.
c. Station may choose to ignore part or all of site report.
d. Must be robust against misleading information.
e. Bad hints

· STA headed north, AP provided info on APs to south

· AP provide information on 802.11a APs, STA only supports 802.11b

f. Scanning low priority APs can be very valuable.
g. Information needed early (pre-authentication and optimized scanning)

h. Question – Is the thrust of the presentation that you should be weary of the site report.  Answer – Yes, and you need information early.
i. Question – Are there things missing in the site report?  Answer – RSN IE Match and reach-ability.  For a powerful STA, they can gather all information required from scanning and utilizing cache.
12. Chair - we should get a straw poll on three security mechanisms.
13. Meeting recess until 7:30 PM tonight.
Monday, May 10, 2004

7:30 PM – 9:30 PM 
1. Chair calls meeting to order at 7:32 PM

2. Motion to amend agenda to go into comment resolution until more people return from dinner.  Motion passes unopposed.
3. Clause 11.7.2 – Black
a. Problem - "How does the need to return to the serving channel for a particular length of time between measurements relate to periodic measurements? This could result in no periodic measurements being able to be made.”
b. Remedy – Clarify
c. Comment – Should we put this comment aside.

d. Resolution – Open - Assign to task group.
4. Assigning team leaders to D0.14 comment categories
a. MLME – Black

b. Periodic Measurements – Kwak

c. Beacon Reports -.
d. Busy Time Histogram
e. Dot11CurrentChannel used for Serving Channel – Johnson

f. Remove TPC – Kwak

g. Consistent power –RCPI (suspend until after duplicate review)

h. Definitions 

i. Security

j. MIB & PICs

k. General Description Text

l. Start Times

m. ANA

n. Miscellaneous

o. Agarwal Comments

5. Technical Presentation Simplified 11k Security – 11-04/552r0 - Kwak
a. Require TKIP MIC in all action frames – transmitting STA computers/encrypts/appends TKIP MIC to allow receiving STA to authentication both message and sender before acting on contents of received frame. TKIP MIC is modified for use with group key(s) for broadcast/multicast frames.
b. User frame-based encryption as option for all action frames.  Add new security bit.  Frames which carry useful information for STAs not yet associated should not be encrypted, e.g. Beacons, Probe Responses, Site Report, new System Information, etc.
c. The transmitter of the action frame decides when to encrypt.

d. The receiver of the action frame uses TKIP MIC to decide whether to respond or take any action.

e. Benefits
· Avoids discussion/disagreements concerning mandatory data encryption.

· Do not need to impose encryption on operators or users.

· Relies on integrity of existing security protocols.

· Relatively easy to draft text.  The procedures section describes intended use of data encryption but includes no requirement “shall”.

f. Comment – if these action frames were data frames; we would not have to do anything at all.  It would also be forward-able on the DS.  Make all TGk action frames data frames.
g. Comment – The cryptography does not work with this proposal.  If you reuse a key in a different way then you’re exposed to attacks.

h. Comment – The entire data packet has to be encrypted as defined in TKIP.

i. Comment – The data has value and because it has value it should be protected.

j. Comment – 802.11i already contains an Encrypted/Clear bit.
k. Straw Polls related to protecting action frames
(Walker/Qi 264r4)

Should TGk utilize the TGi mechanism for protecting action frames?
Yes:  9






No: 9







Abstain: 8
(Tim Moore 534r0)

Should TGk utilize the EAPOL/Ether type mechanism for protecting action frames?
Yes:  13





No: 2







Abstain: 9

(Joe Kwak 552r0)

Should TGk require a security header and TKIP MIC on all 11k action frames?

Yes:  3  




No: 17







Abstain: 3

(Joe Kwak 552r0)

Should the TGk security header contain an Encrypted/Clear bit to permit optional encryption of frame body for all 11k action frames?

Yes:  1  




No: 17







Abstain: 7
6. Straw Poll 
(Joe Kwak)

Should unsecured requests reports be sent by the same data mechanism as secure requests reports [rather than action frames]?

a. Comment – Jess Walker speaks against the straw poll.  
b. Comment - we did define this in the primitives between SME and MIB.

c. Comment – we should be very careful on forwarding these packets.  

d. Comment – we could have 2 mechanisms (1) unprotected or the current action frame format and (2) protected would utilize the data frame tunneling mechanism.
e. Comment – Two mechanisms require a great deal of normative text.
f. Comment – Having tow delivery mechanisms, could lessen the burden of existing 802.11 deployments.  You solve 2 problems with a single approach.  
g. Question – what happens to legacy clients?  Do they drop the Ether types that they don’t understand?
Yes: 12    




No: 0  







Abstain: 10
7. Meeting in recess until 8:00 AM tomorrow morning.
Tuesday, May 11, 2004

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

a. Review categories of D0.14 comments.

b. There was some confusion on the comment date submission.

3. Categories of D0.14 comments assignment

a. MLME – Black

b. Periodic Measurements – Kwak

c. Beacon Reports 

d. Busy Time Histogram

e. Dot11CurrentChannel used for Serving Channel – Comment Resolution

f. Remove TPC – Kwak will present a paper on Thursday
g. Consistent power –RCPI (suspend until after duplicate review) 
h. Definitions 

i. Security

j. MIB & PICs

k. General Description Text

l. Start Times

m. ANA

n. Miscellaneous

o. Agarwal Comments

4. Technical Presentation – Site Report MLME Primitives - 11-04/521r0 – Simon Black
a. It addresses comment #2, but not sure it is applicable because of the favorable straw poll about utilizing secure action frame “data” mechanism.
b. Question – How is the MLME to SME affected by our straw poll proposal last night?  Answer – With Tim’s proposal a new Ether type will pass from MAC to SME.  The MLME will need to be involved for requests only. 
c. Comment – We will need to define a MAC Shim.

d. Comment – This architecture is already in place in 11i.  The EAPOL utilizes this “MAC Shim”.

e. Question – should we table this issue?  Answer – it does not seem to be appropriate to vote on the text, because it is dependent on the security.  
f. Chair will put this back on the agenda for Thursday.

5. 
Technical Presentation– Beacon Request for Scanning All Channels – 11-04/0572r0 (PPT) & 11-04/0493r0 (Text) Emily Qi
a. Comment – This was already submitted and voted in, but was not incorporated in the draft.
b. Comment – There is a section that describes “Off Channel Measurement Time” – you should resolve your delay and timing issues.

c. Question – What is the definition of “all channels”?  Answer – the channel band.  

d. Question – Does it incorporate country?  Answer – we need to add in country and radar restrictions in definition.

e. Question – why do you want this to be random?  Answer – this could be a broadcast and we don’t want all of the STAs scanning all of the same channels.  
f. Comment – all of the STAs would be operating on the same channel.

6. Technical Presentation - New Beacon Reporting Conditions – 11-04/0483r0- Emily Qi
a. Add two new reporting conditions 11&12.

b. 11 - Report to be issued in the periodic measurement  immediately after the RCPI level of the measured STA enters or leaves a range bound by the serving AP’s RCPI and an offset (with hysteresis) from the serving AP’s RCPI.
c. 12 - Report to be issued in the periodic measurement  immediately after the RSSI level of the measured STA enters and leaves a range bound by the serving AP’s RSSI and an offset (with hysteresis) from the serving AP’s RSSI.
d. Comment – need to clarify “stronger” and “weaker”.

e. Question – Once I met this condition do I continue sending reports?  Answer – only send one.

f. Comment – The text does not make this clear.  

g. Comment – change “issued when condition” to “issued when threshold condition”.  

7. Technical Presentation – Measurement Duration in D0.14 – 11-04/0559r0 & 11-04/560r0 (Text) - Simon Black
a. Requesting station is in the best position to set the requirements on measurement duration.

b. Optimize use of measurement protocol.

c. Add “duration mandatory” bit to the measurement mode field (1) if bit is set the entire measurement should be performed or rejected and (2) if bit is clear the measuring STA may make best effort. 
d. Added new section 11.7.4 describing Measurement Duration.

e. Comment – Refusal clarification needs to be added.  It is already in the text in another location.
f. Question – Clarify the use of minimum duration?  
g. Comment – We have duration measurements, or event detectors.  

h. Question - How does the minimum duration work on event detection (Beacon Measurement)?  
i. Comment – The actual duration is a derivative of 11h and was intended for Radar.  
j. Comment – If the receiver sends a refusal, then we may not be saving bandwidth.

k. Comment – There was a rule in 11h that each channel had to be sampled for 90ms.
l. Comment – From the discussion there needs to be clarification.

m. Comment – The minimum duration is not needed. 

n. Motion

To instruct the editor to apply the editing instructions in document 11-04-560r0 when preparing the next version of the IEEE802.11k draft.

For: 7






Against: 4





Abstain: 11

Motion Fails at 63% (7/11)
8. Clause 11.7.2 – Johnson – Comment #14 from 11-04-0480r3
a. Problem – Is this what is wanted in paragraph two. To always return to the serving channel after every non-serving channel measurement. Don't we want to be able to make multiple non-serving channel measurement in a row?
b. Remedy – Delete paragraph 2 or make this paragraph clearer.
c. Comment – We should not delete this paragraph, because it is providing the vendor with recommendation on what to do.
d. Comment – The intent of the 2nd paragraph is that should be minimum on-channel time and maximum off-channel time.  We need to leave the paragraph and reword.
e. Resolution – open – assigned to task group
9. Meeting in recess until 10:30.
Tuesday, May 11, 2004

10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
1. Chair calls the meeting to order 10:30 AM

2. Clause 3 – Olson – Comment #52 from 11-04-0480r3
a. Problem – The definition of serving and non-serving channel still may not be quite accurate.  A suggested change might be to refer to the configured MIB parameter dot11CurrentChannel.
b. Remedy - Consider including dot11CurrentChannel to define serving and non-serving channel.
c. Comment – Possible resolution could be “The channel of the AP you are associated with”.

d. Comment – dot11CurrentChannel should be configured from an external entity.

e. Comment – dot11CurrentChannel was originally defined for Frequency Hopping.  

f. Resolution – declined 
3. Clause 7.2.3.9 – Olson - Comment #76 from 11-04-0480r3 
a. Problem – The AP Channel report should not be required to be in the probe response.
b. Remedy – Reword to say "may" be included.
c. Comment – The current wording “shall” means that I must always return an empty report.
d. Question – Changing it to “may” makes it optional, is that what you want?

e. Comment – TGh used “may” in the probe request/response.

f. Comment – TGh did it wrong.  Selecting a bad implementation does not get us a good resolution.  Maybe adding the “shalls” and “mays” in the notes section might help.
g. Question – Can we change to “may” and address it in the PICs.  Answer - If the report has at least a single element in it, it is not an empty report.

h. Resolution – open – assigned to Tim and Simon Black
10. Clause 7.3.2.21.4 – Black - Comment #85 from 11-04-0480r3
a. Problem – Channel Number indicates the channel number on which the requesting STA instructs the receiving STA to issue a Channel Load Report.  This seems incorrect (channel number is not that used for the request) and is missing a reference to Channel Band which specifies the range of valid channels.
b. Remedy - Replace with: 'Channel Number indicates the channel number for which the measurement request applies. Channel Number is defined within a  Channel Band as shown in Table 0-2.'  Where Table 0-2 should be replaced with a unique identifier within a consistent Table numbering scheme for the draft as noted in a previous comment.
c. Resolution – Accept – Instruct the editor to make change described above.
11. Clause 7.3.2.21.4 – Black - Comment #87 from 11-04-0480r3
a. Problem  – 'Channel Band indicates the frequency band, taken from , in which the receiving STA shall conduct its measurement' (1) Missing reference

b. Remedy – Replace with: 'Channel Band indicates the frequency band for which the measurement request applies. Valid values of Channel Band are shown in Table 0-2.' Where Table 0-2 should be replaced with a unique identifier within a consistent Table numbering scheme for the draft as noted in a previous comment.
c. Resolution – Accept - Instruct editor to make change as described above.
12. Clause 7.3.2.21.4 - Johnson – Comment #89 from 11-04-480r3 
a. Problem - the frame does not have an identifying header that states which class of frame it is.

b. Remedy – We should look at all elements in Measurement Request/Report.

c. Resolution – accept – addressed on Comment #87
13. Clause 7.3.2.21.5 - Black – Comment #92 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem – 'Channel number indicates the channel number on which the requesting STA instructs the receiving STA to report…' This seems incorrect (channel number is not that used for the request) and is missing a reference to Channel Band which specifies the range of valid channels.
b. Remedy – Replace with: 'Channel Number indicates the channel number for which the measurement request applies. Channel Number is defined within a  Channel Band as shown in Table 0-2.'  Where Table 0-2 should be replaced with a unique identifier within a consistent Table numbering scheme for the draft as noted in a previous comment.
c. Resolution – Accept – addressed on Comment #85

14. Serial acceptance based on Comments #85 and #87 from 11-04-480r3
a. Comment #93 – Same as #85

b. Comment #94 – Same as #85

c. Comment #95 – Same as #87

d. Comment #108 – Same as #85

e. Comment #109 – Same as #87

f. Comment #110 – Same as #85

g. Comment #111 – Same as #87

h. Comment #113 – Same as #85

i. Comment #114 – Same as #87

j. Comment #127 – Same as #87

k. Comment #239 – Same as #87

15. Clause 7.3.2.25 – Johnson - Comment #168

a. Problem - For a specification, shouldn't a better defined AP Channel Report element be made available so there is a chance for vendor interoperability and use? For instance AP channel report could mean all allowed regulatory channels while someone else's may mean the channels used within a managed ESS. Also is AP channel report at all related to Site Report? This is unclear.
b. Remedy - Add a field to define what the AP channel list contains. Or add text to explain what information one can expect to be reported in the channel list.
c. Comment – we have the ability to disseminate information, but we are unsure of the validity.   We might be causing problems by defining too much information.  Question - Are we are addressing a local network or multiple subnets?
d. Comment – We did add additional information regarding site report at our last meeting and it is very complete.
e. Resolution – Decline comment
16. Clause Annex D - Black - Comment #214
a. Problem - AP service load is not a counter (and therefore it is questionable it should be in a counters table). It is also not a well specified measure of load - there is no way to compare two values of service load as there is no real definition of how a particular value is calculated.
b. Remedy - Remove from MIB
c. Resolution – Accept – Instruct editor to make change described above.

17. Clause #3 – Peyush Comments
a. Problem – Non-Serving Channel definition 
b. Remedy – Non-Serving Channel is a channel that is not being used by a STA for the exchange of MAC Service Data Units (MSDUs) as well as MAC Management Protocol Data Units (MMPDUs)
c. Comment – Definition does not work in IBSS, because there is no association.
d. Comment – Can’t we use beaconing channel.
e. Comment – The current definition is not great, but we have not had a better definition.
f. Question – Can’t we define in both Infrastructure and Ad-hoc.
g. Resolution – open – assigned to Simon Black
18. Clause 5.2.5 – Peyush Comments

a. Problem – P2, L6 Measure WLAN does not make it clear which MIB gets updated.

b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Resolution – decline – already addressed

19. Clause 5.4.4.1 – Peyush Comments
a. Problem – Definition of TPC

b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Resolution – already addressed

20. Clause 7.3.2.21 – Peyush Comments

a. Problem – “Report Bit” and “Enable Bit” clarification

b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Comment – There is a table that addresses this comment (Table 20A).

d. Resolution – open – 
21. Clause 7.3.2.22 – Peyush Comments

a. Problem – “Parallel Bit” not clearly defined P19, L1.
b. Remedy – Clarify or delete

c. Question – Are you asking if is needed in the report?  Answer – yes.

d. Comment – The intent was just to echo the “Parallel Bit” in the request.  Maybe we should change the wording to reflect this.
e. Comment – It could ease the implementation of keeping old reports around.

f. Comment – We copied the wording form the request, which is not correct.
g. Comment – If we remove it then it will be out of sync with TGh.

h. Resolution – open – Assigned to Simon Black.
22. Clause 7.3.2. – Peyush Comments
a. Problem – P39, L30 as soon as possible could be replaced with “within xx ms”

b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Comment – It does say “practical” not “possible”.
d. Resolution – decline

23. Clause 7.3.2.1 – Peyush Comments
a. Problem – P4, L1 – “Notes” column in the Beacon frame body table

b. Remedy – “or”

c. Comment – text is correct

d. Resolution – decline

24. Clause Global – Peyush Comments
a. Problem – “Channel Number” as related to requested STA

b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Resolution – decline – already been addressed in previous comment resolution
25. Clause General – Peyush Comments

a. Problem – 11e and 11k interaction
b. Remedy – add text explaining

c. Resolution – open – assign to task group

26. Chair will publish Peyush’s comments and Tim Moore’s 7.4.1 comment with a DCN.

27. Tim Moore wants to add a comment for Clause 7.4.1 to the list.

28. Clause 11.7.7.1 – Olson - Comment #28 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - Beacon reports for the BSS that the STA is connected to should include the received elements.  This is needed in the case that another AP has stolen the BSSID of the associated AP.
b. Remedy - Remove the statement that says the received elements are not needed in this case. 
c. Resolution – Accept – Instruct editor to make change as described above.

29. Clause 11.7.7.1 – Olson - Comment #29 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - In the previous review an updated description of the beacon table mode was added in the beacon request section.  This description was removed during editing and should be added back in this section.
b. Remedy - Add the text from doc 04/281r0 in this section.  It was previously voted in. 
c. Comment – add the “body” of 04/281r0 to the end of the section 11.7.7.1.

d. Resolution – accept – Instruct the editor to make change described above.
30. Clause 7.3.2.22.6 – Black - Comment #136 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - P21, L11 'BSSID contains the 6-byte BSSID of the STA that transmitted the beacon or probe response.' BSSID is a property of a BSS, not a STA.
b. Remedy - Replace with 'The BSSID field contains the BSSID from the Beacon, or Probe Response frame being reported.'
c. Resolution – Accept – Instruct the editor to make change described above.

31. Meeting in recess until 4:00 PM today.

Tuesday, May 11, 2004

4:00 PM – 6:00 PM 
1. Chair calls the meeting to order 4:00 PM
2. Clause 11.7.7.6. – Johnson - Comment #36 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - p 44, l11 - No Noise Busy Time Histogram defined in Table 0-4.
b. Remedy - Rewrite to use a valid Medium Sensing Measurement or delete example from text.
c. Comment – need better remedy

d. New Remedy – Replace Noise Busy Time Histogram with RPI Time Histogram

e. Resolution – Accept – Instruct the editor to make change described above in new remedy.

3. Clause 7.3.2.22.9 – Black - Comment #155 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - P25, L6 reference is to Table 0-2 which is the frequency band table. Medium sensing event is in Table 0-4.
b. Remedy - Correct reference - see also comment on figure numbering in the draft (Change to table 0-4).

c. Comment – we have multiple tables labeled 0-2.  This is a valid reference in clause 7.3.2.21.9 - definition of the subtype in the report IE.  One is event subtype and the other report subtype.
d. New Remedy – (1) Delete Table 0-2 in clause 7.3.2.21.9, (2) change reference in line L11, P17 to Table 0-4 in clause 7.3.2.22.9, and (3) change the reference on P29, L6 to Table 0-4.
e. Reference Comments - #236 and #242

f. Resolution – Accept – Instruct the editor to make change described above in new remedy.
4. Clause 7.3.2.22.9- Black - Comment #156 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - Bin Offset, Bin Interval and Number of Bins fields are undefined
b. Remedy - Add definitions.
c. New Remedy – Copy the definitions from 7.3.2.21.9 (the request) into 7.3.2.22.9 (the report).

d. Comment – the new remedy is a minimal approach to resolution.

e. Resolution – Accept – Instruct editor to make change described above in new remedy.
5. Clause 7.3.2.22.9 - Black - Comment #157 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - P25, L10 - General comment about that the Medium Sensing Time Histogram seems misplaced in the middle of the field definitions.
b. Remedy – Move elsewhere, or make specific to the contents of the fields of the report.
c. Comment – It is an introduction to fields below.
d. New Remedy – Replace the “.” with a “:” at the end of line 11 and indent all following paragraphs to the end of the section.

e. Comment – strike it instead of indenting.

f. Resolution – open – task group work
6. Clause 7.3.2.22.9 –Black - Comment #160 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem – P25, L20 Table 0-4. Interval definitions in the table have editorial issues (i subscript 0) and are misleading and unnecessary - a better definition is given below the table.
b. Remedy – Suggest that the final column is simply Medium Sensing Event and the text 'within the interval (expression)' is deleted from all rows.
c. Comment – We should leave open
d. Resolution – Accept – Instruct editor to make change described above.
7. Clause 7.3.2.22.9 - Black - Comment #161 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - what does 'monitors the contiguous duration of the monitored state mean'?
b. Remedy - Replace with 'to compute Bin i density, Bi, 0 ≤ i < N, the STA monitors the measurement channel for the medium sensing events of the requested subtype. If a medium sensing event of the appropriate type occurs during …'
c. Resolution – open – Assigned to Kwak/Black
8. Clause 7.3.2.22.9 - Black – Comment #163 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - What happens if i0 + (N-1)*Δi is greater than the measurement duration?
b. Remedy - Clarify.
c. Resolution – open – Assigned to Black

9. Clause 11.7.5 – Olson - Comment #23 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - Autonomous reporting is not completely specified.  There is no description of when a STA should send and autonomous report.  This is a holdover from TGh that may not apply to TGk.
b. Remedy - Either eliminate autonomous reporting or specify how it should work.
c. Comment – In TGh it makes sense to have autonomous reports for radar detection.  

d. Comment – You can turn autonomous reports on individually by type.  
e. Vote on declining comment
To decline comment #23
Comment – Olson speaks against declining.

Comment – Black speaks for declining.

Moved: Black

Second: Johnson

For: 6








Against: 3







Abstain: 7

Vote fails at 66% 
f. Resolution – open – assigned to Black/Olson

10. Clause 11.7.4 – Black – Comment #15 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - Does actual measurement duration have to be the same as the requested duration and does it have to be continuous?
b. Remedy – Clarify

c. Resolution – open – assigned to Black
11. Clause 11.7.5 – Black - Comment #17 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - P41, L11 If responses indicating refusal, or incapable are optional how are requesting STAs meant to get any information about what can and cannot be requested? One incapable refusal could save many wasted requests.
b. Remedy - Make responses to measurement requests mandatory.
c. Question – what happens if a STA goes out of coverage?  Answer – we already have text to describe this situation.  

d. Comment – If you don’t get the report back, then you know not to continue sending requests to the STA.  
e. Comment – Our measurements are optional, so we need a way to optimize.

f. Comment – Can we define “incapable”?  What is the difference between “refused” and “incapable”?  
g. Question – This only applies to unicast request?  Answer – yes.  We already have text to support this.
h. Comment – Change the definition of “incapable” to “permanently incapable”.

i. Comment – If the request is “refused” you would not want a response.  Then you could continue requesting the STA.
j. Resolution – open – Assigned to Black.
12. Clause 11.7.7.3- Johnson - Comment #32 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - p43, l21 - Insert "or more" since more than one can occur
b. Remedy - Insert "or more" between one and Measurement
c. Resolution – decline – you can only get one.

13. Clause 11.7.7.4 – Johnson - Comment #33 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - p43, l24 - Insert "or more" since more than one can occur
b. Remedy - Insert "or more" between one and Measurement
c. Resolution – decline – you can only get one.

14. Clause 7.3.2.21.6 – Black - Comment #96 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - BSSID indicates the BSSID of the particular STA or STAs for which this measurement is requested.  The BSSID may be the BSSID of an individual STA or may be the broadcast BSSID.  The BSSID shall be set to the broadcast BSSID when the measurement is to be performed on any STA(s) on this channel.'  BSSID is a property of a BSS not a STA and the beacon measurement is concerned with learning about BSSs and not STAs.
b. Remedy - Replace with: The BSSID field indicates the BSSID of the particular BSS, or BSSs for which a beacon report is requested.  This may be the BSSID of an individual BSS, or may be the broadcast BSSID.  The BSSID shall be set to the broadcast BSSID when requesting beacon reports for all BSSs on the channel.
c. Comment – Everywhere else we say “BSSID of the transmitting STA”.
d. Comment – the replacement paragraph may not be completely accurate.

e. Resolution – open – Assigned to Olson/Black
15. Clause 7.3.2.22.6 – Black - Comment #138 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - The fixed field reporting is currently defined relative to the received frame - this should be the frame being reported (as there could be multiple received frames). I'm also not sure it is really necessary to include field lengths and there are a number of other inconsistencies (TSF value and not Timestamp field, etc.)
b. Remedy - Replace P21, L12 - 18 with the following: The Parent TSF field shall contain the lower 4-bytes of the measuring STA's TSF timer value at the time the Beacon, or Probe Response frame being reported was received. The Target TSF field shall contain the Timestamp field from the Beacon, or Probe Response frame being reported. The Beacon Interval field shall contain the Beacon Interval field from the Beacon, or Probe Response frame being reported. The Capability Information field shall contain the Capability Information field from the Beacon, or Probe Response frame being reported.
c. Resolution – Accept – Instruct editor to make change described above.
16. Meeting is in recess until 7:30.
Tuesday, May 11, 2004

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

2. Clause 5.4.5 – Johnson – Comment #63 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - Is more text needed for an overall description of Radio Measurement or is this sufficient?
b. Remedy – None

c. Comment – no mention of interface between the MLME and upper-layer interfaces.
d. New Remedy – Add bullets

i. Providing interface via MLME primitives and MIB access for upper-layer applications to access Radio Measurements.  
ii. Request and reporting of radio environment information.

e. Resolution – Accept instruct editor to make change as describe in New Remedy.
3. Clause 5.4.4.1 – Olson - Comment #61 from 11-04-480r3
a. Problem - TPC is not a measurement and is out of scope of TGk.  TPC should be left for the management group.
b. Remedy - Remove TPC from TGk.
c. Comment – we voted it in D0.14 and we added a sentence to the end of the paragraph “The transmit power control (TPC) service is used in both the 2.4 GHz and 5GHz bands for the purpose of radio measurements.”

d. Comment – The paragraph is vague and does not describe the actual components of the TGk service utilized.

e. New Remedy – Change the last sentence of 5.4.4.1 to read “ A subset of the transmit power control (TPC) service is used for radio measurement in both 2.4GHz and 5GHz bands for measurement of link path loss.”

f. Comment – It is already defined in 7.4.2 Table 20f

g. Resolution – Accept – Instruct the editor to make change describe in New Remedy above.
4. Technical Presentation – Information Infrastructure 802.21 - Johnston 
a. Global Network Neighbor Map
i. 802.11, 802.16, GSM, GPRS, WCDMA, etc.

b. Question – what is the timeframe?  Answer – target is a year for sponsor ballot.  Media specific things might not be defined in the group.  It may be incumbent on the specific media.
c. Comment – there might be a better opportunity to work with the Wireless Network Management Study Group, because of timeframe.

5. Technical Presentation – AP Service Load: Improved Definition – 11-04-550r0 – Joe Kwak
a. Comment – A packet is a layer 3 concept.  Is this a MPDU?  Answer – this is an MPDU.
b. Question – How do you take in account dead time?  Answer – the timer does not start until you have a packet for transmission.  It is a MAC layer measurement.
c. Comment – The last 200 packets could be from an hour ago?  

d. Comment – Voice over IP comes in bursts and aging is an issue.  We can tell you the age of the measurement, but not the accuracy.  
e. Comment – Admission capacity is not taken into account.
f. Comment – If you have priority you don’t care about contention. 

g. Comment – Some clients may value latency over capacity.

h. Comment – We are not specifying how often the AP takes a measurement.

i. Question – What am I getting from the MIB value, a running average?  Answer – the 200 packets do not have to be consecutive.  
j. Comment – There needs to be more specificity like “running average of the last 200 consecutive packets”.
6. Meeting in recess until 8:00 AM Thursday 05/13.
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