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Tuesday March 15, 2005
8:00am

Call to order

· Agenda – Document 11-05/0203r0
· Review operating rules for a Task Group.

· Review IEEE 802 policies and procedures for Intellectual Property.

· Approve minutes from the January session – Document 11-05/1620r1.
· Presentation of Document 11-05/0197r0 by Nancy Cam-Winget:
MOTION: Move to postpone Step 3 of TGr Process as defined in Document 11-04/1121 until May 2005 TGr meeting.

By: Nancy Cam-Winget

Second: Chris Durand

Discussion:
· The vote in May would be to adopt the proposal text as the initial TGr draft.

· The sunset rule would still apply.

· It seems like this group is starting from scratch.

· The two proposals already have draft text. That would provide the basis for this work.

· If two proposals came out of step 3, it was up to the technical editor to merge the drafts. In this case, the body has the option of participating in what goes into the merged draft.

Result: 35 – Yes; 0 – No; 4 – Abstain.
· The revised agenda would be Document 11-05/0203r2. 

· No objections to approving the agenda as Document 11-05/0203r3

· Presentation of Document 11-05/0151r0 by Jon Edney:
The More Data bit is targeted at a Traffic ID. This proposal addresses a more general usage of the More Data bit.

This couldn’t be applied across the board. This would be directed to TGr-enabled stations. The behaviour of the AP should be mandatory for this proposal.

If the AP has the information available, it will set the bit. It’s not a mandatory to define the implementation.

This case doesn’t address power-save mode. Another approach could be to keep the STA active prior to BSS-transition.

In a previous discussion, we concluded that the STA should remain active when it makes a Transition.
· Presentation of Document 11-05/0199r1 by Kapil Sood:

The PCP is a policy configuration point. Its position could be in different positions depending on the network. The diagram is a representative of different architectures.
The policy should be enforced at the AP.

The policy mechanism needs to be standardised over the air. It shouldn’t be standardised across the backend network.

TGr should define different policies. Network operators should be free to define their own policies.

The proposals are providing basic constructs to define policies.

· Presentation of Document 11-05/0201r0 by Michael Montemurro:

Some of the ideas were not in this submission were not in the two proposals.  

In JIT, these ideas had been discussed but not added.  For TAP, they were using over-the-air mechanism, so they would not have addressed this.
Have we evolved from a merge of two proposals to a new complete solution? This violates the TGr process.  Technically good work, but this is big change from the process.  Need to bring the process forward.

Proposals were never static, and have been evolving from last year.  Nothing in down-select process mentions the proposal cannot be modified.

If technical content changes dramatically, then whole group should be allowed to participate.  How does TGr as a whole select among the various good technical ideas?  There may be a change in process, and that must be recognized.

There is a feeling that the TGr body has given rights to create a solution to a small group of people on the two proposal teams.
Recall step 3, the editor can figure out how to merge.  This new motion allows the TGr to participate.  JIT and TAP were very similar looking, but had different mechanisms.  So, everyone’s issues could be addressed.

Purpose of the new motion is to bring-in the TGr membership.  Without this, the TGr could not even have looked into what was merged, if the editor was merging them, as per the original process.
If sub-teams were unwilling to include the TGr, then they would be hurting themselves.
Technical editor in TGr is well capable of merging.

Process should be ideally of merging the 2 proposals.  A lot of new ideas could derail this merger with a lot of new ideas.

The term “mobility domain” is a concept; it is open to how that is defined.  L3 may not be reachable via the DS.  How the backend forwards is dependent on backend.

An idea to send reservations request over the air, and responses over the DS.
· Presentation of Document 11-05/0210r0 by Jon Edney
This topic will be discussed as part of the “over the air”/”over the DS” adhoc.
· Presentation of Document 11-05/0218r0 by Nancy Cam-Winget

On slide 4, the place that the keys reside depends on the backend infrastructure. The Authenticator holds the DA-PMK.
The boxes on slide 4 represent logical components that store the keys.

The query mechanism could be used to provision keys. Alternatively, the keys could be provisioned pro-actively.

TAP didn’t have a query mechanism. Once the key hierarchies are confirmed, then the mechanisms will be decided.

· Recess until the 10:30 session.

Tuesday March 15, 2005

10:30am

Call to order

Break into adhoc groups and work until 1:30pm.

Recess until 1:30pm.
Tuesday March 15, 2005

1:30pm

Call to order

Break into adhoc groups and work until 1:30pm.

Recess until Thursday at 8:00am.

Thursday March 17, 2005

8:00am

Call to order

Presentation of Document 11-05/0239r0 by Rajneesh Kumar and Michael Montemurro
If AP advertises over the air or DS, it is up to the station to decide the final choice.

Over the air is query allowed, but reservation must be protected over the air.

Use current AP

Either wait for TGw work to complete

Mobility domain could be use to define roaming policy for WVoIP sets.

·  Presentation of Document 11-05/0250r0 by Nancy Cam-Winget

Consensus has not been reached. Document will be updated after further discussions.
· Recess until the 10:30am session.

Thursday March 17, 2005

10:30am

Call to order

Discussion on TGr Adhoc meeting:

The earliest we can hold a meeting will be April 20-22.

STRAWPOLL: Will the meeting take place April 20-22 or April 27-29?

RESULT:

a) April 20-22: 16

b) April 27-29: 4

STRAWPOLL: Will the location of the meeting take place at Airespace (San Jose), Chantry Networks (Toronto) or Intel (Portland)?

RESULT:

c) San Jose: 14 

d) Toronto: 13

e) Portland: 2

STRAWPOLL: Will the location of the meeting take place at Airespace (San Jose) or Chantry Networks (Toronto)?

RESULT:

f) San Jose: 8

g) Toronto: 10

The TGr adhoc meeting will occur from April 20-22 in Toronto.
MOTION: Hold a TGr ad-hoc meeting on April 20-22, hosted by Chantry Networks in Toronto.

By: Nancy Cam-Winget

Second: Henry Ptasinski.

RESULT: Yes – 19; No – 2; Abstain – 0.

· If we need approval for Teleconferences between now and the plenary, we should do it now.
· Draft text could be a submission for the May meeting.

· We should authorize teleconferences for after the May meeting. Bi-weekly after the May meeting. 

· Proposal is that we hold teleconferences on Wednesdays at 11:00 am ET.

MOTION: Hold bi-weekly IEEE 802.11 TGr teleconferences for one hour duration starting May 25th, at 11am ET and continuing through to the end of July.

By: Henry Ptasinski

Second: Nancy Cam-Winget

RESULT: Yes – 18; No – 0; Abstain – 2.

· The meeting is Adjourned.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.





Release: The contributor grants a free, irrevocable license to the IEEE to incorporate material contained in this contribution, and any modifications thereof, in the creation of an IEEE Standards publication; to copyright in the IEEE’s name any IEEE Standards publication even though it may include portions of this contribution; and at the IEEE’s sole discretion to permit others to reproduce in whole or in part the resulting IEEE Standards publication.  The contributor also acknowledges and accepts that this contribution may be made public by IEEE 802.11.





Patent Policy and Procedures: The contributor is familiar with the IEEE 802 Patent Policy and Procedures <� HYPERLINK "http://%20ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf" \t "_parent" �http:// ieee802.org/guides/bylaws/sb-bylaws.pdf�>, including the statement "IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including patent applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with both mandatory and optional portions of the standard."  Early disclosure to the Working Group of patent information that might be relevant to the standard is essential to reduce the possibility for delays in the development process and increase the likelihood that the draft publication will be approved for publication.  Please notify the Chair <� HYPERLINK "mailto:stuart.kerry@philips.com" \t "_parent" �stuart.kerry@philips.com�> as early as possible, in written or electronic form, if patented technology (or technology under patent application) might be incorporated into a draft standard being developed within the IEEE 802.11 Working Group. If you have questions, contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator at <� HYPERLINK "mailto:patcom@ieee.org" \t "_parent" �patcom@ieee.org�>.

















Submission
page 7
Michael Montemurro, Chantry Networks

