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Abstract

Cumulative TGk conference call Minutes for July through September 2004.
Detailed minutes follow:

Wednesday, July 21, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:30 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray, Olson, Klein, Johnson, Kwak, Qi
3. Review of D0.17

4. Review of outstanding comments

Open or Partially Open Items
2,15,18,19,26,37,43,53,54,59,64,68,107,129,132,137,143,157,176,182,186,2

08,210,213,215,216,219,221,225,226,231,234

Passed in Portland, not yet marked as "Done"

11,13,14,16,23,63,66,67,74,75,67,96,159,161,163,202,208,210,220,221,222,

223,224,228,230,237,238

Passed as "Editor to Do", not yet marked as "Done"

159,202,220,222,223,224,228,230,237,238

5. Discussion on how we could help Simon to incorporate the technical comments

a. Collect cell phone numbers to speed Simon’s editing

6. How does the Formal request happen?  (1) Simon produces LB 1.0 (2) Richard submits formal Letter Ballot, (3) Harry submits by taking Richard’s submission and formally submitting.

7. When will Simon have Draft D0.18?  Simon committed to having it done on 07/28/04.

8. Comment Resolution and Review

Comment #15 – Clause 11.7.4 – Black

Problem - Does actual measurement duration have to be the same as the requested duration and does it have to be continuous?
Remedy – Clarify

Resolution – accept – no action required addressed in 560r1.

Comment #26 – Clause 11.7.6 – Olson

Problem - This text says that there can be a periodic measurement for each BSSID.  This would indicate not limit to the number of periodic measurements at any one time.  This is not good.
Remedy - Delete periodic measurements or put some kind of cap on the number of outstanding measurements.
Resolution – accept – no action required addressed by 787r0

Comment #53 – Clause 5, 11.7.5 – Black

Problem - What class are measurement and site report action frames? 802.11h defines action frames as class 1. Draft .11e narrows this to spectrum management action frames, leaving radio measurement frames undefined.
Remedy – Specify

Resolution – accept – no action needed address in 702r1
Comment #54 – Clause 5.2.5 – Black

Problem - 'In the measured WLAN the STA and AP can request information from their peers and populate their MIBs with the appropriate information to make decisions about their status and desired actions to take'.  This is a very vague statement. Request what kind of information? What sort of decisions? Why is this of benefit?
Remedy - his section in general talks about 'components of the 802.11 architecture'. Replace the 5.2.5 with text that is more specific.
Resolution – accept – resolved in D0.16
Comment #59 – Clause 5.3 – Johnson 

Problem - Add Radio Measurement as (l) since (j) is DFS and (k) is TPC
Remedy - Change (j) Radio Measurement to (l) Radio Measurement
Resolution – accept – no action needed resolved in D0.16

Comment #60 – Clause 5.3 - Johnson

Problem - The value (j) is already used by other Task Group.
Remedy - Replace with the letter (l).

Resolution – accept – no action needed resolved in D0.16

Comment #68 – Clause 5.7.8 - Olson

Problem - We need to be consistent about the service.  Earlier it is listed as "radio measurement".  Here it is listed at "radio resource measurement".

Remedy - Update this section to be "radio measurement".
New Remedy - change all references “radio resource measurement” to “radio measurement” at editor’s discretion

Resolution – accept – instruct editor to make change describe in New Remedy
Comment #129 – Clause 7.3.2.22.5 - Black

Problem - RPI density is defined here as Ceiling (255 * [Period receiving at RPI/Measurement Period]. Measurement Period should be Measurement Duration and is in TU. I think 'period receiving at RPI' is probably in microseconds (i.e. the time resolution of the received power measurement is in microseconds).
Remedy – Consider adopting some of the text from the .11h RPI histogram, which corrects the issues noted and others.

Resolution – open – Richard to research
Comment #132 – Clause 7.3.2.22.5, 11.7.7.4 – Black

Problem - P23, L9: power is measured 'when CCA indicates no 802.11 signal is present'.   I think CCA can only indicate the states busy, or idle.
Remedy - Clarification required
Resolution – open – assign to task group
Comment #157 – Clause 7.3.2.22.9 - Black
Problem - P25, L10 this general comment about that the Medium Sensing Time Histogram is seems misplaced in the middle of the field definitions.

Remedy - Move elsewhere, or make specific to the contents of the fields of the report.  Replace the period with a colon at the end of line 11 and indent all following paragraphs to the end of the section.

Resolution – open – assigned to task group

Comment #176 – Clause 7.3.2.26 - Black

Problem – BSSID Match Status is very limited in what can be reported about BSSs in site reports. Also some information is not contained in elements that are compared for match (e.g. RSN capability - signalled through presence of an element and not a capability bit-field).

Remedy – Consider giving the actual information and not just match status. STAs can make better decisions from site report contents and reduce the amount of scanning.

Resolution – open – addressed in the NeighborReport – Richard will research

Comment #186 – Clause 7.3.2.26 – Johnson 

Problem - For a specification, shouldn't a better defined Site Report element be made available so there is a chance for vendor interoperability and use. At last meeting there were a few presentations on Site Report indicating the need for a clearer definition.
Remedy - Determine what this element is supposed to be for the group and define it that way to creating a more exacting definition.

Resolution – accept – no action needed addressed in Aboba presentation on NeighborReport

Comment #208 – Clause A.4.1.3 - Olson

Problem – The PICS lists TPC as required frames.  Section 7.4.2 does not list these actions.

Remedy - Either remove from PICS or add to section 7.4.2.

Resolution – accept – no action needed already addressed in 672r1

Comment #213 – Annex D – Black

Problem - Not sure we should be using a unified diff with all these symbols?
Remedy - Question to editor.

Resolution – accept – no action needed addressed in 0816r2

Comment #215 – Annex D – Black

Problem - P66, L60 'TGk spec is an informal term - remove'
Remedy - Remove
Resolution – accept – no action needed addressed in 0816r2

Comment #219 – Annex D – Black

Problem - P69, L30 Description here is inconsistent with the main body of the draft, particularly in the use of AP/STA.
Remedy - Correct
Resolution – accept – no action needed addressed in 0816r2

Comment #223 – Annex D – Black

Problem - P74, L37 'TGk spec is an informal term - remove'
Remedy – Remove

Resolution – accept – no action needed addressed in 0816r2

Comment #225 – Annex D – Black

Problem - Add MIB conformance groups and link to MIB
Remedy - Specify what is mandatory and what is optional.

Resolution – open – assigned to Task group (Black/Olson)

Comment #231 – Annex D – Johnson

Problem - Insert dot11RRMSiteReportChannelBand and its definition after dot11RRMSiteReportCurrentChannel and then renumber the dot11RRMSite ReportEntry accordingly
Remedy - Insert new dot11RRMSiteReportChannelBand dot11RRMSiteReport entry to reflect the addition of the channel band field to the site report element, model after other fields.

Resolution – accept – no action need fixed in Aboba presentation

Comment #234 – General – Black

Problem - The preamble says that 'This supplement is based on the current edition of IEEE802.11, 1999 Edition Reaff (2003)'. (1) 'Current edition' is irrelevant as a specific edition is given. (2) This is meant to be an amendment. (3) This text should include all of the approved amendments as well.

Remedy - Update to say '[This amendment is based on IEEE Std 802.11™, 1999 Edition (Reaff 2003), as amended by IEEE Std 802.11a™-1999, IEEE Stud 802.11b™-1999, IEEE Std 802.11b-1999/Cor 1-2001, IEEE Std 802.11d™-2001, IEEE Std 802.11g™-2003 and IEEE Std 802.11h™-2003.]

Resolution – open – assigned to editor 

9. Discussion on upcoming conference calls, because Richard will be traveling.

10. Comment – on grouping comments together.  Richard is going to layout the categories and groupings (1) Security, (2) Editorial, (3) Acronyms Definitions, and (4) MIB.  Joe suggests grouping by page or sections.  We could have 5 volunteers to lead groups.  If we received 1,000 comments then each group would logically address 20 comments.

11. Question – what do we do with comments regarding security?  Answer – we resolve the comment by redirecting these comments to the new Study Group.

12. Comment – we must be disciplined in comment grouping and not start resolution until all comments are grouped and sorted.  We can accomplish the grouping in the teleconferences.

13. Conference call ends 9:56 AM.

Wednesday, July 28, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:30 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray, Olson, Klein, Johnson, Kwak, Qi, Zhun

3. Review of D0.18

4. Joe Kwak only found a single omission which he will send

5. Simon Black - found a few errors in D0.17 that did not get fixed in D0.18

6. Johnson – we are calling “Radio Resource Measurement” we should be consistent throughout the document.  If we change elsewhere we would have to change the MIB to “RRM” to “RM”.

a. We should leave this up to the editor.

b. We can’t change the title now.

c. These comments will come in during Letter Ballot and these will be easier to address at the time

7. Edit (Simon) review D0.18 Changes

a. Comment #16 did not have resolution in 480r19.

b. Headers and footers do not appear in D0.18, because Word had an issue.

c. Review Table k6

d. Between D0.14 and D0.16 Comment #132 did not get included (480r19).

e. Table 5, 11, 12 – the font look consistent 

f. Table 5, 12 – instructions 757r0 – should remove the replace “….” Through “with” and just leave the new text.

g. Question as to weather “TBD” should be included in Letter Ballot?  Answer - We are going to wait until right before final Letter Ballot draft.

h. Document #757 does not seem to have been applied.

i. Comment #132 has not been applied

j. Figure k15 – there are 4 empty boxes on the end of row

k. Clause 10.3.2.2 – MLME-scan – Simon had a question which was answered by Joe.

l. K27 seems to be garbled in word

8. Simon had to leave the call and requested that everyone email him with errors and omissions. 
9. Make sure we produce only a .pdf for letter ballot, so we don’t have the page and line reference problems we faced in our internal comment resolution.
10. We must get enough people interested in our ballot to vote on it, which means 75%.
11. Conference call ends 9:15 AM

Wednesday, August 18, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:30 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray, Klein, Olson, Kwak

3. Review of Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  964r0
4. We have received 59 votes so far with 2 no votes

5. Comment Review

Comment #1 – Clause 7.3.2.26– Housley

Problem - Page 29, Lines 29 and 30.  I think that pointing to 802.11F is a mistake.  I recognize that another alternative is being suggested as well, but advocating the deployment of 802.11F is not desirable.
Remedy – Eliminate reference to 802.11F.
Comment – it is part of the standard now.
Resolution – none

Comment #2 – Clause All – Housley
Problem - 802.11k very helpful to a STA in selecting the next access point to which it will associate.  However, 802.11k messages are subject to forgery.  A mechanism for authentication and integrity is needed.
Remedy - Specify a mechanism for authentication and integrity protection.

Resolution – none 

Comment #3 – Clause 5.4.4.1 – Lanzl

Problem - The TPC service's main purpose is to ensure that the requirements of ERC/DEC(99)23 are met.  It may have a secondary use of measurement of the link path loss and link margin.

Remedy – Change the underlined text on lines 30-31 to read: "The transmit power control (TPC) service may be used in both the 2.4GHz and 5GHz bands for the purpose of radio measurement of link path loss and link margin."
Comment – it seems like we could accept this
Resolution – none – 

Comment #4 – Clause 7.3.2.21.6 – Lanzl

Problem - This request requires any participating STA to return data on both the RSSI and RCPI.  This theme is repeated throughout the 802.11k draft 1.0 document.  The requested (and reported) data is redundant: the RSSI measurements clearly are a subset of the RCPI measurements.   Asking for and transferring both sets of information is a poor use of network bandwidth.   I could perhaps understand reporting RSSI for legacy STA, as they may currently have no provision for RCPI, but then the draft should state that the STA has the option of either RSSI or RCPI depending on which it supports.   I do not subscribe to the theory that the combination of RSSI and RCPI provides some measure of signal quality, for example as stated in 15.4.5.16; this is simply repetition of existing data.    I also realize that RCPI can be generated from RSSI with some sort of calibration factor.  In that case, why not simply report RCPI and be done?

Remedy - Re-structure the entire document to only request and return RCPI, allowing the substitution of RSSI for legacy PHY STA.  
New Remedy – simple statement in the document that states you can use RCPI when available and RSSI on legacy equipment.

Comment – Carl A stated that anyone could get the Xmit power at the antenna.  All chipsets should be able to provide the value.

Comment – we should ping Joe Kwak  
Resolution – none - 
Comment #6 – Clause 7.3.2.21.9 – Lanzl

Problem - Add the state of CCA is either BUSY or IDLE.  There is no need to provide both the CCA BUSY and IDLE histograms as one set of data can be deduced from the other.  

Remedy - Change Remove all references to either the CCA Busy Time Histogram or CCA Idle Time Histogram in the text and table k5. 
Resolution – none – this is a valid comment

Comment #7 – Clause 7.3.2.21.9 - Lanzl

Problem - The threshold values for table k6 do not make sense in the context of the base standard: 5dB steps are the wrong value.  See my comment below concerning 7.3.2.22.5 for the rationale.

Remedy - Rep Change the starting value and steps in table 6 from -87dBm and 5dB to -85dBm and 3dB; so, RCPI threshold of 0 would correspond to -85dBm, 1 would correspond to -82dBm, 2 would correspond to -79dBm, 3 would correspond to -76dBm, 4 would correspond to -73dBm, 5 would correspond to -70dBm and 6 would correspond to -67dBm.  It might also make sense to add the following two threshold values: 7 would correspond to -64dBm and 8 would correspond to -61dBm, leaving thresholds 9-254 reserved and threshold 255 as the table currently reads.
Comment – 3dB should be the step
Resolution – none – valid comment

Comment #8 – Clause 7.3.2.22.6 - Lanzl

Problem - It is not clear in this section that the report should only cover one beacon.  This is hinted in later text.  Without that clarity, it is confusing how to report multiple RCPI, TSF and timestamps in this report. 
Remedy - Add some text clarifying that this beacon report can only apply to one beacon measurement. 
Resolution – none - 
Comment #9 – Clause 7.3.2.22.6 - Lanzl

Problem - It is not clear in this section that the report should only cover one beacon.  This is hinted in later text.  Without that clarity, it is confusing how to report multiple RCPI, TSF and timestamps in this report.

Remedy – Add some text clarifying that this beacon report can only apply to one beacon measurement. 
Comment – if the STA is collecting Beacons or Probe Responses and you receive multiple Beacons or Probe Responses which one do you pick.

Comment – we should address, because it is not addressed in the text.

Comment – The beacon report states that you report one value.

Comment – There are times when you would want RCPI average – the others should report last packet received.  

Resolution – none -
Comment #10 – Clause 7.3.2.22.7 – Lanzl

Problem - It is not clear in this section that the report should only cover one frame.  This is hinted in later text.  Without that clarity, it is confusing how to report multiple RCPI in this report.

Remedy - Add some text clarifying that this beacon report can only apply to one frame measurement.
Comment – the description Cleary states RCPI is defined as an average
Resolution – reject comment – no action needed
Comment #11 – Clause 15.4.5.16.2 - Lanzl
Problem - The text "RCPI indications of 8 bits (221 levels) are supported." is confusing. In fact, RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported and 221 states are assigned to RCPI levels.

Remedy - Change the text to read: "RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported, as defined in 15.4.8.5.

Comment – valid comment
Resolution – none

Comment #12 – Clause 15.4.5.16.4 - Lanzl

Problem – The text states that RCPI may be used in conjunction with RSSI to measure input signal quality. This is confusing in the face of the baseline standard's use of the SQ parameter.      

Remedy – Remove the line reading: "The RCPI may be used in conjunction with RSSI to measure input signal quality."
Comment – probably should be removed.

Comment – It is valid for measurement and does not require and action – it is up to the MAC layer.
Resolution – none

Comment #13 – Clause 15.4.8.5 – Lanzl 

Problem - The definition of assignment of RCPI levels to RCPI indicator bits is sloppy.  Either provide a complete table or some algorithm that fully describes the states with no ambiguity.  

Remedy - Change lines 18-24 to read: "RCPI indicator = int{(received power in dBm +110)*2} for received powers 0dBm or less and where the RCPI indicator of 0 is used for received signal power less than -110dBm.   RCPI indicators 221-254: reserved. RCPI indicator 255: Measurement not available.
Comment – he wants a formula over the table  
Comment – we should add the formula and keep the table

Resolution – none – need to review with the entire group

Comment #14 – Clause 17.2.3.5 - Lanzl

Problem – The text "RCPI indications of 8 bits (221 levels) are supported..." is confusing. In fact, RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported and 221 states are assigned to RCPI levels.   

Remedy - Change the text to read: "RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported, as defined in 17.3.10.6.
Comment – this is a valid comment
Resolution – none

Comment #15 – 17.3.10.6- Lanzl

Problem - The definition of assignment of RCPI levels to RCPI indicator bits is sloppy.  Either provide a complete table or some algorithm that fully describes the states with no ambiguity.  

Remedy - Change lines 24-29 on page 56 and line 1 on page 57 to read:  "RCPI indicator = int{(received power in dBm +110)*2} for received powers 0dBm or less and where the RCPI indicator of 0 is used for received signal power less than -110dBm.   RCPI indicators 221-254: reserved. RCPI indicator 255: Measurement not available.

Resolution – none
Comment #16 – Clause 17.5.5.8.2 – Lanzl

Problem - The text "RCPI indications of 8 bits (221 levels) are supported..." is confusing. In fact, RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported and 221 states are assigned to RCPI levels.    

Remedy - Change the text to read: "RCPI indications of 8 bits are supported, as defined in 17.3.10.6.

Resolution - none
6. Conference call ends 9:26 AM.

Wednesday, August 25, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:30 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray, Johnson

3. Review of Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  964r2

4. We have received 73 votes so far with 2 no votes

5. We have 3 groups of comments

a. Security 

b. RCPI

c. Alignment and formatting TGi, TGe, TGj

6. Comment Review

Comment #2 – Clause All – Housley
Problem - 802.11k very helpful to a STA in selecting the next access point to which it will associate.  However, 802.11k messages are subject to forgery.  A mechanism for authentication and integrity is needed.
Remedy - Specify a mechanism for authentication and integrity protection.

Comment – we should direct and convince him that the new TG will address

Comment – the best thing we can do is group these comments and address at one time.

Comment – we hope to avoid the TGj problems

Comment – Joe Kwak will address some of these

Comment – WG editor has the ability to classify as Technical or Editorial
Discussion Kleindl comments

Comment – We used TGh and we should align our document with TGi, TGj, and TGe

Comment – Johnson’s upcoming comments will specify how to change

Editor – concerns on how to optimize our work and recirculation.

7. We do not have quorum to address issues on call

8. Conference call ends 8:50 AM.

Wednesday, September 1, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:30 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray, Kwak, Klein, Roebuck, Johnson, Black

3. Review of Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  964r3

a. 105 votes received of 350 voters

b. 4 votes with comments

c. 3 no votes with comments

d. 1 yes vote with comments

4. Review of votes 974r1

5. Comment Review

Comment #2 – Clause All – Housley

Problem - 802.11k very helpful to a STA in selecting the next access point to which it will associate.  However, 802.11k messages are subject to forgery.  A mechanism for authentication and integrity is needed.
Remedy - Specify a mechanism for authentication and integrity protection.
Comment - The chair mentioned Joe Kwak believed we could address this comment by indicating another group is forming to address this problem; though this may not be sufficient to address his comment depending on him timeframe.

Resolution - 
Comment #5 – Clause 7.3.2.22.5 – Lanzl

Problem - the text and tables (k5 and k6) refer to an entity "RPI" that is undefined.  From the context, it appears that "RPI" could be "RCPI", but that is not entirely clear.
Remedy - Either define RPI prior to its use and place that abbreviation in section 4 or change all references to RPI in all text and tables to RCPI. Note that RPI is used elsewhere as well (for example, in table 20b).

Comment - Most of Lanzl’s comments voice concerns are about using both RSSI and RCPI. Lanzl comments indicate he would only like to see RCPI used. 
Comment – Joe Kwak voiced concern that this is not meant as a replacement but both measurements could be useful in different situations. 
Comment - TGk may want to revisit if one request which are used though.
Resolution - 
Comment #10 – Clause 7.3.2.22.6 – Lanzl

Problem - It is not clear in this section that the report should only cover one frame.  This is hinted in later text.  Without that clarity, it is confusing how to report multiple RCPI in this report.

Remedy - Add some text clarifying that this beacon report can only apply to one frame measurement.
Comment – there is potential confusion, because conditioning is specified for both periodic and single.

Resolution - 

Comment #27 – Clause – Hayes

Problem - The TBTT fields of the neighbor report will not be viable in such a large number of implementations that their presence will be useless, even if they are marked as optional.
Remedy - Delete the text regarding TBTT from clause 7.3.2.26
Resolution - none
6. Conference call ends 8:53 AM.

Wednesday, September 8, 2004 – 8:30 AM Pacific
1. Chair calls the conference call to order at 8:35 AM

2. Attendance Paine, Gray,  Roebuck, Johnson, Barber, Black, Klein, Fred

3. Review of Letter Ballot Comment Resolution  964r4

4. 150 Voters with 10 no votes

5. 145 comments

a. Johnson’s comments pending (+100)

b. Kwak comments pending

c. Black comments pending

6. Category breakdown – proposing we break it down by topic as opposed to clause

a. Security – assigned to the group

b. Neigbhor Reports (Hayes from 11i) – Kwak/Aboba

c. Noise Histogram (Thrasher/K)

d. RCPI – Joe Kwak (we assigned to  him)

e. STAs (Miles) - change station to STA

f. Periodic – Marty submitted and assigned to him 

g. TPC - Kowolski

h. MIB (Visher) – Paul Gray will address

i. PICs (Cole) – Black/Olson

j. Editorial - Paine

7. TPC discussion in 2.4 – we are only doing TPC measurements, but we need to clarify in the text.  Are they objecting to the measurement?

8. Security discussion – this is not an 11k issue, but all 802.11.  The response should be “… a general solution to management frames is being address in the new study group …” TGr is working on fast roaming which may require security of management frames.  

9. Editor will try to persuade people that submitted comments to attend the first 11k session.

10. Editor has not received a single request for presentation comments.

11. Walter Johnson will make a presentation.

12. Conference call ends 9:11 AM.
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