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Monday, September 18, 2006, 10:30 AM to 12:30 AM
Chair: Harry Worstell (acting for Stephen McCann)

Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Monday, September 18 at 10:34 am Australian Eastern Standard Time (AEST) by Harry Worstell.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The TG Agenda is document number 11-06/1362r2

· Attendance reminder
· Policies and procedures
· Inappropriate topics for meetings

· Patent policy

· Copyright

· Member pledge

· Approvals of the minutes of past meetings

· July 2006 meeting minutes (document 11-06/1333r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved

· July ad-hoc meeting minutes (document 11-06/1138r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved

· Teleconference (11-06/1361r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved

· Agenda approval

· The chair discussed the agenda for the meeting from 11-06/1362r2 for the two sessions for Monday and asked if corrections were necessary
· Slide 11: agenda item calls for approval of "this document" as 11-06/1362r0, but the document is 11-06/1362r2.
· The number for the MIH proposal has been changed and will now be 11-06/1016r2.

· Dave Stephenson requested to move the presentation of his paper from the Monday evening session until later in the week.  The chair requested that we approve the agenda for the next two meeting sessions only.

· After making the previously noted corrections, the chair asked if there was an objection to approving the agenda for the next two meetings.  Seeing none, the agenda was adopted by unanimous consent for the two daytime meetings (10:30-12:30 and 13:30-15:30)

Document review: 11-06/550r0 -- TGu vision document

· The chair called for discussion on the TGu vision document

· No members called for changes

Discussion: 11-06/1113r2, Liason letter to TIA-TR41

The chair began discussions of the liason letters to outgoing standards bodies

· Pre-prepared motions for approval were uploaded to the server as document 11-06/1387r0

Discussion: 11-06/1113r2, Liason letter to TIA-TR41
· The chair called for discussion on the liason letter

· Seeing no discussion, the chair made the following motion

Motion: "Move IEEE 802.11u approves liason letter 11-06/1113r2, forward it to the IEEE 802.11 WG chair, requesting that it is sent to TIA TR 41.4." (This motion is slide 3 in 11-06/1387r0)

· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Necati Canpolat
· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 13 approve – 0 do not approve – 1 abstention

· Motion passes

Discussion: 11-06/1127r2, Liason letter to 3GPP

· The chair called for discussion on the liason letter

· Seeing no discussion, the chair made the following motion
Motion: "Move IEEE 802.11 approves liason letter 11-06/1127r2, forward it to the IEEE 802.11 WG chair, requesting that it is sent to 3GPP SA3." (This motion is slide 4 in 11-06/1387r0)
· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth

· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 15 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions

· Motion passes

Discussion: 11-06/1128r1, Liason letter to ETSI TISPAN

· The chair called for discussion on the liason letter

· Seeing no discussion, the chair moved the following motion for approval

Motion: "Move IEEE 802.11u approves liason letter 11-06/1128r1, forward it to the IEEE 802.11 WG chair, requesting that it is sent to ETSI TISPAN" (This motion is slide 5 in 11-06/1387r0)
· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Dave Stephenson
· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 15 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions

· Motion passes

Now that the liason letters have been approved by the task group, motions need to be prepared for the full Working Group plenary.  With this note, three new motions were made:

Motion: "Move that the IEEE 802.11 Working Group approve liason letter 11-06/1113r2 to TIA TR 41.4 and request the IEEE 802.11 Working Group Chair forward the letter to TIA TR 41.1"

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth

· No discussion, no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 10 approve – 0 do not approve – 1 abstention

· Motion passes

Motion: "Move that the IEEE 802.11 Working Group approve liason letter 11-06/1127r1 to 3GPP SA3 and request the IEEE 802.11 Working Group Chair forward the letter to 3GPP SA3."
· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 11 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions
· Motion passes

Motion: "Move that the IEEE 802.11 Working Group approve liason letter 11-06/1128r1 to ETSI TISPAN and request the IEEE 802.11 Working Group Chair forward the letter to ETSI TISPAN."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat
· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 12 approve – 0 do not approve – 0 abstentions

· Motion passes

Discussion topic: 11-06/703r3 TGu Timeline, Stephen McCann (presented by Harry Worstell)

· We may need to revise the timeline based on how the group is working

· This will be a discussion topic later in the week
Presentation: 11-06/1125r0 [July 2006] TGu closing report, Stephen McCann (presented by Dave Stephenson)
· Updates from the point of the presentation: one teleconference was cancelled, and the three proposals not approved are on the agenda for this session
Discussion: Baseline draft document D0.01

· There will be a long time to discuss the draft later this week.
Motion: Recess until 1:30 for lunch
· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No objection; adopted by unanimous consent
· Meeting called for recess at 11:54 am AEST
Monday, September 18, 2006, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Meeting called to order on Monday, September 18 at 1:33 pm AEST by Harry Worstell.

The chair reminded attendees to note their attendance in the on-line system.

In reviewing the agenda, the chair asked if there would be a presentation in the authentication cluster.  There was no response. 

Motion: Move to amend the agenda to add extra at the end of this meeting time slot to, time permitting, discuss the authentication requirement.

· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No discussion; no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 22 approve – 0 do not approve – 2 abstentions

· Motion passes

Discussion: 11-06/1014r3 Network Selection Normative Text Proposal, Necati Canpolat, et al.
· Necati ran through the document, and then solicited comments.
· Comment (Pat Calhoun): The GAS happens before association, so the fragmentation in the unicast query method could be dangerous.  As written, the AP needs to make the query to the backend service and then reassemble the response before sending it over the air to the station.  There is the potential for a denial of service or other implications by forcing the reassembly on to the AP.

· Response: Yes, this may require further refinement as we continue to work on the draft.

· Necati then made the following motion:

Motion: "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-06/1014r3 and requests the technical editor to add it to the IEEE 802.11u D0.02 draft document."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Dave Stephenson.

· No discussion, no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 24 approve – 0 do not approve – 4 abstentions

· Motion passes.

Discussion: 11-06/1016r2, MIH Support – Normative Text Proposal, Necati Canpolat, et al.

· Necati ran through the document, and solicited comments.
· No discussion of the document.

· Necati then made the following motion:

Motion: "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-06/1016r2 and requests the technical editor to add it to the IEEE 802.11u D0.02 draft document."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Kapil Sood

· No discussion of the motion; no objection to calling question

· Vote: 19 approve – 0 do not approve – 1 abstentions

· Motion passes.

The chair asked if there was anybody who wished to present on the authentication cluster.  Seeing no speakers, the group moved to the next agenda item.
Discussion on Authentication Requirement
· This is an optional requirement, so we can produce a draft without it.  The purpose of this discussion is to gauge interest in pursuing it farther.
· Question (Pat Calhoun): If the requirement is designed to allow multiple service providers to use the same area, you would hope that multiple service providers in an area would plan their networks carefully and not have overlapping channels.
· Answer: This may address the case where multiple service providers shared the same infrastructure.
· Follow-up question: So, this would be like having multiple IP stacks

· This requirement was made optional due to the technical difficulty in proposal.

· Dave Stephenson: Initially, this was a mandatory requirement.  But, carriers are not asking for this, so it is a lot of work for a protocol feature that may not be necessary.  What are we going to do with this requirement?  We will need to decide what to do with unaddressed requirements when we move to the next steps in our proposal.

Straw poll: "Remove the authentication requirement from the current TGu requirements document."

· 9 in favor, 0 opposed

Motion: "Move to instruct the editor remove requirement R11A1 from the TGu requirements specification 11-05/822r11"

· Moved by Pat Calhoun, seconded by Nancy Cam-Winget

· Debate on the motion

· Necati: The presentation on this requirement was made previously by a member for whom English is a second language, and we should understand if he wishes to pursue the topic farther

· Comment: if the requirement was in the document at first, why was it downgraded?

· Comment: debate should be restricted to the motion, not its merits
· Vote: 13 in favor, 1 opposed, 8 abstaining

The chair asked if there was an objection to recess until 7:30.  Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 3:27 pm.

Monday, September 18, 2006, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Meeting called to order on Monday, September 18 at 7:37 pm AEST by Harry Worstell.

Agenda

· Authentication tagging (Gast) relates to the authentication requirement that was removed from the draft in the afternoon session before adjournment, and is withdrawn by the author
· Dave Stephenson's paper on multiple SSIDs was moved to Wednesday morning
· No objection to adopting the revised agenda by unanimous consent

Presentation: 11-06/1424r0, Multicast Scope, Patrick Mo

Discussion on the presentation

· Dave Stephenson: It is possible to achieve the scenario in slide 11 by associating the two groups to two different virtual APs
· Answer: There may be one broadcast group that has subgroups for multicast.

· Follow up: Does one STA need two GTKs if it is subscribed to two SSPNs?

· Answer: Yes.

· Follow up comment: If a station needs to process multiple GTKs, it is a very different problem for TGr fast roaming.
· Dave Stephenson: How many GTKs will be needed?

· Answer: Two.
Straw poll: "How many like the idea of multicast scope and would like to include it in the IEEE 802.11u requirement document."
· Discussion on the poll: This could be interesting work, but we may not be ready to incorporate it into the requirements until there is further study.  Patrick allowed a modification to the straw poll:

Straw poll: "How many like the idea of the multicast scope and would like further investigation and presentations to clarify the requirements?"

· Vote: 16 in favor, 0 opposed

The chair noted that we have reached the end of the agenda for the evening, and asked if there were objections to recessing until the joint meeting with TGu tomorrow at 1:30 pm.  There were no objections, and the meeting recessed at 8:18 pm.

Tuesday, September 19, 2006, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
This is a joint meeting with the 802.21 Working Group, and was chaired by Vivek Gupta.

Meeting called to order on Monday, September 18 at 1:35 pm AEST by Vivek Gupta.

Presentation: 11-06/1492r0, IEEE 802.11u Network Selection & MIH Support, Necati Canpolat, et al.

· This is also available as 802.21 document number 21-06/0761.
· Question: Is traffic load the bit rate or the number of clients
· Both of those are represented well by the 802.11e QBSS information element, and don't need to be duplicated in the 802.21 IS.

· Question: When you say 802.11 information, what do you refer to?

· Link layer information, such as information that is already in the beacon & probe response.

· Question: When you say "local" or "remote" query, what distinguishes between the two

· Remote and local refer not to location of IS, they refer to whether the STA is associated

· Question: When you stated "PHY types," you stated a PHY and then the spectrum in which it operates

· PHY is much less specific to frequency than before, so it will be both

· Presenter Comment: ESSID in 11u means "common set of interworking services"

· Question: So, this means that in a deployment, every AP will have the same characteristics

· Yes.

· Question: VoIP is very context-dependent.  Is providing VoIP itself what is important, or is it whether you provide QoS suitable for VoIP.
· Answer: Many things are required for VoIP, not just QoS.  The entire network must be engineered for it (wireless, core, backhaul), and there are other network parameters.

· Question: Shouldn't the query be restricted to what 802.11 can provide?

· No.  Users want services, and the query should report whether the user's subscription is valid.

· Question: Is it implicit that the station always gives location information?

· It is a location-based query.

· Question: Why is IS one service, but CS and ES are combined?

· In 802.11 state 1, there is no layer 3 connection between the STA and the CS and ES.

· However, if necessary, those to values could be separated

· Question: What is the purpose of the GAS delay?

· It is to preserve battery life, since the AP does not know how long the query will take to complete.

· The timer is configurable, to cope with different network architectures (example – IS locally in the 802.11 AN, versus in the core)

· Question: Is MIH function in the AP?

· No, the AP is a lower-layer transport for state 1 frames that hold MIH frames.  The AP may look at the protocol number and send it to the correct IS.

· Only state 1 is specified in this proposal.  In state 3, higher-layer protocols may handle the interaction as network traffic through the AP.

· Question: Why are there two handshakes (with delay and without)?
· Power save is only available in state 3.  There is no power save in state 1.

· Question: What is the preferred type of handoff?

· For MIH, the default is 4-way.

· Question: Is there a DoS potential because the comeback delay can be set by a rogue?

· 802.11 TGw is not protecting Beacons due to the difficulties.  Protection is only provided after 802.11 association.

· Question: What is multicast delivery?
· There are two delivery methods in GAS.  Multicast is used when multiple STAs might be making the same query repetitively.

· Question: What are the security implications of having a multicast request?

· There are no security implications because Action frames are in cleartext because they are in state 1 and therefore there is no way to provide protection.

· On the AP side, whether a query response is unicast or multicast can be configured.  If only one method is supported, the STA should request that one.

· Question: What should the limit of the query response be?

· That is a good question.  What are query response lengths likely to be?  There is a need for an upper bound.  As an AP manufacturer, I would like to limit it to one or two Ethernet MTUs
· Question: Right now, .21 has channel number as static information.

· It is routine for radio management algorithms to change channel numbers, so the information in the .21 IS might become stale.  What does the STA do?

· Comment: There is no channel number IE.  It is only the frequency range.

· Question: 802.21 doesn't follow the guiding principles in slide 13.  If all the information is sent at state 1, it is available to any station.  So, therefore, isn't it kind of like a Beacon-like entity that any station can use?

· We would like to converge on .11 information stored in .21 IS.

· Follow-up comment: Should support minimum, but it should also not be limited.

· Presenter question to commenter: Why not allow STAs to get the information from the Beacon they process already?

· This could be a way that we publish information that has not yet been standardized in the Beacon
· If I am coming to a group of APs that are all part of the same ESS, which one should I go to?
· Question: Is there a way to have a response code that says "your query was too big"?

· That exists.  Should the response be truncated?  Can a terminal use part of a query?  That is a good error condition, but it may not work for the terminal.
· Can terminals make use of a maximum query limit to not send big queries?

· Comment: We should err on the side of too much information and include as many IEs as possible in the query and how it may be used, then there is a case for including it.
· Question to 802.21 group: How big is the query?

· Queries are defined in section of the draft specification.  It would be possible to analyze typical queries and show the result sizes.

· The query response size depends on the query, so you need to ask specific questions to get small query responses.

· Presenter comment: It is better to have small queries because it is simpler to implement on AP, and the station is not associated.  It may not have paid for service, and is using overhead capacity to transport data.

· Comment: Common interworking queries are not necessarily the same as the common handover queries.  A handover query might be "I am doing X, and I would like another data channel that can continue the session."  Interworking is looking for a specific set of services on first attachment.  802.21 also is designed to do handover between networks that are not interworked for handover purposes.  Interworked networks can get by on smaller queries, and 11u is targeted at that case.
Next steps
· We should have another joint session in November

· 802.21 will prepare a presentation for TGu and detailed responses on questions from today

· Overview of 802.21 based on the tutorial in San Diego
· How queries work and the typical sizes
· Information Elements and how they are used in the network selection logic

· Events and commands

Meeting recessed at 3:31 AEST.

Wednesday, September 20, 2006, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Meeting called to order on Wednesday, September 20 at 8:07 am AEST by Harry Worstell.

A revised agenda was approved.

Discussion on 802.21 Joint Meeting
· Harry: Stephen indicated the meeting was intended to have TGu listening to 802.21.  TGu presented a great deal of information, but did not receive much anything back.  We need more detail than the tutorial.

· Dave: There was good interaction, though it would have been better for 802.21 to present more information.  They have committed to doing that in November.  One concern is they appear to be interested in dynamic info in the 802.21 IS and that may lead to lots of problems, so we need more discussion on that point.

· Harry: Prior to Vivek as chair of 802.21, we had an agreement with A.J. (the prior chair) to share drafts.
· Harry took an action item to see if this agreement was still in effect.

Presentation: 11-06/1507r0, Going Beyond Network Connectivity, Simon Barber

· Changes GAS to extend it beyond querying an AP for service, and allows the query to be initiated to a service on the on the AP or in another IBSS.
· Question: What are the use cases?

· They are in 11-06/1509.

· Question: What are the substantive changes?

· Association must change to join because there is no association in an IBSS.

· Comment: Inventive idea that builds nicely on GAS transport protocol.
Presentation: 11-06/1509r0, Advertising UPnP Services, Simon Barber
· Allows UPnP discovery of services prior to authentication.  Example 1: a hotel lobby advertises a wireless LAN that offers printing services, so the user is led to pick the network that has learned about the printer with UPnP.  Example 2: when visiting a home, a digital camera searches for a TV set to display photographs.

· Question: Is the change just the two protocol IDs to GAS, or is there more?

· That is the minimum change.  However, there are other changes, specifically in 11-06/1507, that allow for the service to be provided over ad hoc mode.

Discussion question: Although interesting, this work may not fit within the PAR.  Will this be a problem?

· The PAR purpose (item 14 in the PAR) discusses interworking with external networks and higher layers, so this appears within scope.

Straw poll: "Do you think TGu should incorporate 1507r0 into the next draft?"

· Vote: 12 yes, 0 no; abstentions not counted.

Presentation: 11-06/1508r0, GAP Service Change Notification, Simon Barber
· Use case: in the previously discussed case of the digital camera connecting the TV, if the TV is off, there will be no way to discover it.  This allows a re-query and update of the display.
Straw poll: "Would you like to see the text of document 06/1508r0 included in the TGu draft?"

· Vote: 10 yes, 0 no; abstentions not counted.

Straw poll: "Do you think the protocol described in 1509r0 would be a useful addition to the TGu draft?"

· Vote: 12 yes, 0 no; abstentions not counted.

Presentation: 11-06/1473r0, Multiple SSID support, Dave Stephenson

· Question: Would it be simpler for clients to attempt preauthentication to discover services?
· There is no binding between TGu ESSID and TGr mobility domain.

· Follow-up question: What about 802.11i preauthentication?  Attempt 11i preauthentication to all valid transition candidates, and only successful candidates would be able to preauthenticate. 

· Question: How is this different from TGv support?

· That is a virtual AP proposal, so it replicates Beacon components.

· Question: Will items other than RSN be supported?
· Has not considered.

· Comment: This is very good for a carrier to enable sharing of networks.  However, legacy support is also very important, and it may need to be solved in conjunction with TGv.

· Question: Where does 32 SSIDs come from?

· Discussions with group, and the idea that 10-30 was a common upper bound for the number of providers in a hot spot.

Straw poll: "Is Task Group U supportive of 11-06/1473r0 and interesting in having authors draft normative text for potential inclusion into TGu draft?"

· Vote: 10 in favor, 0 opposed

Teleconference and ad-hoc requirements
The group decided against an ad-hoc meeting before November because we will not be proceeding to an internal technical review before that meeting.
Motion: "Request the Working Group to schedule a Teleconference for TGu for the date of November 7, 2006 at 10:00am ET to last for 1 and ½ hours."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth

· No discussion and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 14 in favor – 0 opposed – 0 abstentions

Agenda items for November
· Dave Stephenson will follow up 06/1473 with a normative text presentatio

· Review TGu draft 0.02

· Joint session(s) with 802.21 – possibly two time blocks because we ran out of time at this meeting

· Volunteers to prepare a document for incorporation into the minutes.

There were no objections to recessing, so the meeting is in recess at 9:59 am.

Thursday, September 21, 2006, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Meeting called to order on Thursday, September 21 at 10:32 am AEST by Harry Worstell.

A revised agenda was approved.

Timeline discussion

· We are waiting for inputs from 3GPP to complete the draft on the protection cluster, so the next probably draft will not happen in November 07.  The first letter ballot would be issued in January if the work on the protection cluster could complete at the November meeting.
· Harry suggested that initial ballot be Jan 07, LB recrirc in Mar 07, move Sponsor ballot to September 07, but leave the other dates the same.
Presentation: 11-06/1463r0, TGu Draft Revision Procedure, Matthew Gast

· Question: How do we add new requirements?

· New requirements may be added by changing the requirements document.  The point of the requirement confirmation vote is to avoid insertion of new requirements at the last minute.

· Question: Is this a replacement of the downselection procedure, or an addition to it?

· This is a clarification of the procedure.

· Comment: The existing downselection procedure requires a 75% vote of the task group to change.  If you are modifying it, it would require a 75% vote.
· Matthew took an action item to incorporate this procedure into the existing downselection for a new vote.
Motions on 06/1507r0, 1508r0, and 1509r0: Simon Barber
· Due to show of hands, Simon did not re-read the documents

· Discussion on the documents

· Question: In 1507 sec 5.9.1, what is the difference between pre-join (the new text) and pre-associate (the old text)?

· Answer: Stations only associate to infrastructure networks.  However, they always join the network.  This change removes the restriction of an IBSS.
Motion: "Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text from 06/1507r0 into the TGu draft."

· Moved by Simon Barber, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· Debate on the motion

· Necati Canpolat: Speak against all three motions.  Providing advertising services to an IBSS may be outside the scope of TGu.

· Simon Barber: This document extends the advertisement service to work over an IBSS.  It is possible to use an IBSS to access external networks, such as providing an IBSS from an Internet-connected laptop.

· Myron Hattig: IBSS devices are not that common, so this is not a case we should worry about.

· Simon Barber: This is important for devices that have wireless node plus services in the device, such as a printing service on a wireless-enabled printer.

· Necati Canpolat: TGu PAR clearly indicates external networks, and use of IBSS is not clear within the external network issue.

· Eleanor Hepworth: This makes network selection applicable to IBSS and enables service advertisement on them.

· Necati Canpolat: Discovering services within the AN is not an external network interworking function.  This proposal takes the case of an external service and uses it to justify breaking the PAR for local services.

· No objection to calling the question

· Vote: 5 approve – 9 do not approve – 6 abstentions
· Motion fails.  (75% required.)

Motion: "Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text from 06/1508r0 into the TGu draft."

· Moved by Simon Barber, seconded by Matthew Gast

· Debate on the motion

· Necati Canpolat: This is also part of the same package, and has the same scope concerns.

· Eleanor Hepworth: This is an indication of the freshness of information, so it is hard to have scope concerns.

· David Hunter: This might open a denial of service attack that would allow stations to ask to be updated

· Simon: TGw will sign these information elements, which would alleviate that concern.

· Simon Barber: This extends notification to allow learning information before the association.  802.21 helps after you are associated, but not before.

· Necati Canpolat: The GAS is not encrypted and will not be protected by TGw.

· Simon Barber: Without this mechanism, all stations must continuously poll for updates, which could be a more serious network problem.

· Myron Hattig: Is there data that suggests that the polling mechanism is more efficient than designing an interrupt mechanism?

· No objection to calling the question.
· Vote: 6 approve – 7 do not approve – 7 abstensions

· Motion fails. (75% required)

Discussion of document 11-06/1509

· Question: The text states "The HTTP response shall be delivered in its entirety as the GAS response."  This is an outstanding issue with fragmentation and reassembly.  What is the maximum size of a UPnP response?

· There is no maximum size, but the typical response size is small.

· Presenter question: what is a good size?

· Dave Stephenson: It should be configurable by the AP administrator.

· Comment (David Hunter): It is very odd to talk about layer 2 requirements by saying that it shall contain HTTP and SDP headers.  There is no layer 3 requirement in GAS.

· GAS carries layer 3 protocols.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): MIH protocols are served by a proxy, too, since the STA doesn't have an IP address and can't query the 802.21 IS directly.
· Necati Canpolat: Re-iterated layering and scope objections from previous two motions.

Motion: "Move to instruct the editor to incorporate the text from 06/1509r1 into the TGu draft."

· Moved by Simon Barber, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth.

· Vote: 3 approve – 9 do not approve – 8 abstensions

· Motion fails. (75% required)

Discussion on requirements for the November 802.21 joint meeting
· We gave 802.21 a presentation, what do we need?

· Currently, the draft is not available from the 802.11 members area.  Harry will see to it that the 802.21 working group is added to the drop-down list on the main page (with WG officer pictures)

· Dave Stephenson:

· Review query language, esp query response lengths

· Way to define maximum message lengths in state 1 – merge proposal

· They want to use dynamic information to have 802.21 CS to recommend initial AP.  They should present on how that might work.

· Matthew Gast

· The IEs stored in the IS and how they are used in the network selection logic

· Events and commands – not sure what this means from previous notes?

· Dave Hunter: "Events and commands" mean the indications that flow down, and responses that flow up.

· Necati Canpolat

· Feedback on specific 802.11 link layer information stored in 802.21 IS?

· What are the MLME primitives and the details that they will send?

· Recommended practice for deployment of services – where do servers live in the network? How are queries proxied?
· New ideas should also be sent to Stephen by e-mail.
· Based on the time limitations at this meeting, we wish to have multiple sessions.
· It is better to plan on multiple sessions now.
· Eleanor Hepworth

· 802.11u requirements for using GAS and discussion with 802.21 to ensure that MIH is in sync with those requirements.

· Freshness of information.

· Necati Canpolat: Synchronization of information between AP and 802.21 IS.

· Dave Hunter
· Ensuring security transfers in handover

· Matthew Gast: 802.21 talked about the difference between network selection and handover.  What does that mean?  For example, do they expect pre-provisioning of Qos?

Dave Stephenson created a presentation with our questions and uploaded it to the document server as 11-06/1543.
Seeing no other business, the meeting adjourned the meeting at 12:10 pm AEST.
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�>.





Abstract


Minutes of the 802.11 Task Group U meeting held during the IEEE 802 Interim Session in September 2006 in Melbourne, Victoria, Australia from September 17th – 22th, 2006. 











Submission
page 12
Matthew Gast, Trapeze Networks

