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Monday, January 15, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 1:30 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen McCann.
The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda (11-07/0027r2):

· Attendance reminder

· IEEE Policies and Procedures

· IEEE Patent policy
· Inappropriate topics for meetings

· IEEE Copyright policy

· Agenda review

· The order of several presentations was changed
· No objection to approving agenda by unanimous consent
· Ad hoc meeting

· Meeting in San Francisco Bay Area, 3-4 days combined 802.21 and TGu

· Approvals of the minutes of past meetings

· November 2006 plenary meeting (11-06/1792r0)
· The chair asked for comments or 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
· January 2007 teleconference (11-07/0005r0)
· The chair asked for comments or 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
· Review of Dallas closing report
Agenda item: Status of Draft D0.02, Necati Canpolat
· The internal comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r2

· Draft 0.03 should be posted later this week

Presentation: 11-07/0025r1, MAPID for User Plane Support, Peng Mo
· Question (Dave Stephenson): In slide 11, are SSPN A and SSPN B on the same or different VLAN?
· Answer: Different.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): How is layer 2 broadcast domain separated between SSPN A and SSPN B?

· Answer: It is not.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): If SSPN A and SSPN B are separate broadcast domains, then there will not be a need for the MAPID.  Over-the-air separation mechanisms will also separate broadcast frames in the air.
· Question (Colin Blanchard): How will unsolicited broadcast messages work, since the QoS map is request/response?

· Comment (Hong Cheng): Unicast is more reliable because it must be acknowledged, but broadcast or multicast are not.  How can the reliability be addressed?
· Question (Dave Stephenson): What is the proposal for assigning multicast addresses?

· The multicast solution changed the current draft too much, which is why the proposal was for broadcast.

· Question (Angelo Centonza): If the STA does not receive the QoS Map update, would you assume the group of receivers have updated the QoS Map?  What happens when a station does not receive the new map?  Does it continue with the old map?

Based on questions and comments, Peng Mo requested a further presentation slot on Wednesday, and there was no objection to the tentative agenda change.
Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat

· Current working comment spreadsheet has been uploaded as 11-06/1857r3
· Stephen McCann to look for a potential normative reference for AAA definitions (comment spreadsheet row 10)

· Stephen McCann to rewrite the definition of roaming (comment spreadsheet row 11)

· A group of comments referred to the use of the terms "QAP" and "QSTA" within the TGu draft.  The chair posed the question to Bob O'Hara, the chair of the maintenance task group.  Bob stated that the terms were removed from REVma and changed to "QoS AP", "QoS STA", "QoS IBSS".  Therefore, comment spreadsheet row 81 was accepted in principle, but we will change the terminology to synchronize with REVma.
· Several additional comments (row 183, 184, 185, 187, 189, 191, and 192) referred to places in the draft where APs or STAs need to support quality of service.  The proposed comment resolution suggested changing terms to the obsolete QSTA and QAP.  These were handled as a group, and the addition of QoS support was changed to reflect REVma terminology.

· There was no objection to empowering Necati Canpolat as editor to perform a global search and replace on the working draft with appropriate terminology.
· Comment 231 was changed to a technical comment with consent of the submitter.

· Comment 112 was changed to a technical comment with consent of the submitter.
Seeing no objection, the group recessed at 3:32 WET.

Monday, January 15, 2007, 7:30 PM to 9:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order

Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 7:32 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen McCann.
Presentation: 11-06/1473r2, Multiple SSID support, Dave Stephenson
· Question: On the G1 (battery consumption) analysis, won't using the TIM require that every station wake up for every TIM?
· Answer: Yes, but that is the same as it is today.  The real answer is the FBMS (flexible broadcast/multicast service) being worked on in TGv.  The analysis shown here is that it is identical to the current scheme, and no worse.  There is room for improvement, but the improvement will be FBMS.

· Question: The native query mSSID list doesn't tell you what SSIDs support emergency services.

· Answer: Correct.  If you want emergency services, you request the emergency networks list with a different query.

· Question: Please explain the use of SSID in slide 26.
· Answer: In the r0 version, the ESSID was in the SSID container element.  By removing it, the element is smaller and it is more streamlined to combine with TGv mBSSID.

Presentation: 11-06/1935r0, Multi-SSID Normative Text, Dave Stephenson
· Question: Why do we need the native protocol, as opposed to making this information available in 802.21 services?
· Answer: Intent of native protocol was to enable higher-layer information that the AP has locally configured to be transmitted to STA.

· Question: What authentication key does have emergency services use for security?

· Answer: It is in state 1, and hence, not secured.

Presentation:11-07/0032r1, Comment Resolutions: Emergency Call Support in 11u, Donghee Shim

· The draft will need to better define what a PSAP is, since that is a North American term.
Procedural Discussion:

· This is an informal review, and we can operate under informal processes.

· For each technical comment, the chair will ask for unanimous approval from the group; only if there is an objection will there be a need to write out the motion and go for a formal vote.

Presentation:11-07/0033r1, IMS Emergency Call Requirements and Emergency Call Support, Donghee Shim

· Question: Is it usual that the UE determines that the call is for an emergency?
· Answer: Yes.  We might consider 

· Comment: What about Beacon bloat?  Could we use the GAS query?

· Comment: The station has to learn the emergency number, which might come from an 802.21 IS, but that requires deployment of an 802.21 IS.
· There is a service in the UK that can map the emergency number and re-dial to the visited country emergency answering service, but it requires switching between the visited network and the UK intelligent network.
Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 9:16 pm.
Tuesday, January 16, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Call to order

Presentation: 11-07/0051r0, Location Reference for Emergency Services in WLAN Domain, Vijay Patel
· NENA (National Emergency Number Association) is writing requirements for new networks for emergency services on IP core.

· i3 is the final end-to-end multimedia architecture, with i2 as an intermediate step
· NENA is bringing requirements to wireless access network forums

· ESIF is an entity under NENA that produces requirements and ESIF does the standardization with the 12-15 SDOs.

· Location is key in North America

· Provided using location information server (LIS)

· Location must be provided on both wireline & VoIP

· LIS functions should start at small distance scales, so they are coming to 802.11 first

· Question: Can 802.21 IS include information server?

· Answer: that would be great

· Chair: NENA liason was presented in WNG this morning (document 11-07/0110r0), please review it.

· Question: Are you representing Andrew or NENA?

· Answer: Andrew.

· Question: If a computer at home is doing VoIP, how does the network know location?

· Answer: The LIS map is maintained by the network operator, whether wireline or ISP.  The mapping can be done with a building and street map.

· Question: What if the mobile device moves?

· The AP has only a small range.  Its position needs to be updated, and the emergency services number will have to be validated by LIS straight away as part of a registration.

· Question: How fast must the location update be?

· Answer: Every time an emergency call is made, the location must be updated.

· Question: LIS is exchanged when call is made?

· Answer: It is exchanged before the call is made.  The STA does not do location; the location must be authorized by LIS.

· Question: What is NENA asking from 802.11?

· Answer: Some network parameters should be transported to LIS.  There may already be mechanisms for signal strength, IDs, timing, etc.  We need to bring the question here to see what parameters the group can support.

· Comment: This shows there is a fundamental difference in architecture.  This issue is based on cellular architecture, and the LIS-to-802.11 interaction is outside our scope.
Presentation: 11-07/0136r0, Input to 802.21 Information Model, Dave Stephenson
· Question: Each AP may have different PHY.  How does this fit into the model?
· Answer: No matter where you roam in a HESS, you get on the same logical place on the network after leaving the 802.11 access.

· Question: Does this introduce a new identifier in the database?

· Answer: Yes, this is the "ESSID" label in the current draft.

· Question: How likely is it that each AP will have identical VLAN connections?

· Answer: If we use the TGv virtual AP, there will be two virtual Beacons.  That allows two ESSIDs.  Some APs may be in HESS 1 and some may be in HESS 2.

· Question: Is this a new element or is it a re-used element?
· Answer: This is re-use of the ESSID element.

· Comment: Can there be multiple mobility domains in one HESSID?

· Answer: The HESSID might be a subset of the mobility domain.  If there is no fast transition service, then mobility domain doesn't apply.

· Question: What are we asking of 802.21?
· Answer: There is no longer a reason to store information about each individual AP, which can reduce query size.  However, their information model will need to store HESS information as opposed to individual network element configuration.

· Comment: In the last slide, the HESS is based on configuration, instead of services.  This is a lot of complexity to reduce over the air traffic.

· Answer: "configuration" is supposed to connote service configuration.

Straw poll: "TGu is supportive of this definition of wireless LAN network ID, formally known as HESS."

· Vote: 13 in favor, 0 not in favor

Agenda Item: Comment resolution (11-06/1857r4)

· Comments 33 & 34 (identical technical issue): default emergency services realm location.  This is apparently a genuine mistake.  There was no objection to adopting the resolution by unanimous consent.
· Comment 49: QoS guarantee bit in 7.3.2.36.

· If the operator can't validate QoS, then they should not be running emergency services.

· Operators can engineer the network for QoS, and this bit is intended to indicate that the operator has done network engineering.

· Resolution: Commenter to provide updated text. (Approved by unaninmous consent)
· Comments 50, 2 and 4: use of expedited bandwidth.  Commenter to provide text.  (Approved by unaninmous consent)

· Comment 46: No objection to adopting the resolution in the comment.

· Comment 47: No objection to adopting the resolution in the comment.

· Comment 48

· PSAP is a North American definition.  There is a different definition in Europe ("EC" for "emergency center").  Therefore, this term should become "EC/PSAP".

· There was no objection to adopting the term "EC/PSAP"
· Hong Cheng volunteered to provide a normative reference to PSAP for the draft.

The chair proposed a recess.  Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 3:29.
Tuesday, January 16, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order

Meeting called to order on January 16, 2007 at 4:00 pm Western European Time (WET) by Stephen McCann.
Presentation: 21-07-0832-00-0000, IE prioritization for query response size limit support, Angelo Centonza
· Question: What happens if the message is still too big even after applying all the filtering and size reduction possible, and there are no more information elements to drop?
· Answer: That is not a common scenario.  The MIH function is also able to limit the number of successive queries and it can drop items until a response succeeds.  If the response is persistently too large, a higher-layer solution is needed.

· Comment: In MIH, you can have template queries that return 20 items.  If the device repeatedly queries, then there will be lots of round trips to split up the query.

· Comment: The requester is the only device that can do filtering.  It is the only one that knows the relative importance of the elements.

· Question: How do we know what is too much?

· Answer: MIH should be capable of querying underlying transport layer for that information.

· Question: How does a station or responder know what is important?

· Answer: We will not implement filtering in MIH function.  However, the interface must have a way to order the response in priority order so that it will not be in random order.

· Comment: When does the iteration process of filtering stop?

· Question: Does this affect authenticated or unauthenticated data?

· Answer: The problem comes from the fact that an unauthenticated 802.11 station has a query limit, and it is a limit from the underlying layer.

· Comment: In the unauthenticated state, isn't the assumption that any data requested by the client is important?  Why not just provide a hard media limit?

· Answer: Even if station knows the limit, the client does not know how large the response might be.

· Question: In a specific example, assume MIH server is local.  Two nodes send a request for information.  If the second response to arrive is more critical, this proposal doesn't solve this problem.

· Answer: IE prioritization is not intended to solve this problem.  It is supposed to be within a response, not between responses to stations.

· Comment: There is not a facility in the database environment to generate restricted query that returns less than a row.
· Question: Why is the transport frame size relevant?  Typically, MACs will have some fragmentation support, and higher-bandwidth PHYs may allow higher data limits because the important thing is to limit transmission time.  Longer queries might be allowed in better conditions.

· Answer: The limit is not the frame size limit, but the limit in the size of the query response that can be provided by those transport protocols.

Straw poll: "Move to have authors to draft normative text for potential inclusion into 802.21 draft."

· Vote: 8 in favor, 5 not in favor

Presentation: 11-07/0136r0, Input to 802.21 Information Model, Dave Stephenson

· Comment: The access network container in 802.21 can have a list of individual access points, and has the same idea as the HESSID.
· Question: Is the association between the HESSID and services globally unique or operator-specific?

· Answer: The label is for the physical infrastructure.  The owner of the network is responsible for maintaining the common configuration and assigning the HESSID label.  Right now, it is a 6-octet MAC address of one of the AP in the set.

· Question: What is the mechanism to discover the association between HESSID and services?

· Answer: 802.21 information model inside the information server.

· Question: How is the HESSID different from the ESSID in the TGu draft?

· Answer: "ESS" was already defined in 802.11, so it did not make sense to re-use the term in TGu.  The HESSID is a replacement for the ESSID.

Potential ad-hoc meeting in February 2007

Straw poll: "When should the joint TGu/802.21 ad hoc meeting be held?  Choose one of the following options: (1) a separate meeting in February, possibly in San Francisco Bay Area, (2) use extra time before the Orlando meeting, and (3) don't bother."
· Vote: 6 for option (1), 9 for option (2), and 1 for option (3)
There was no objection to cancelling the joint TGu/802.21 meeting on Thursday, and no objection to recessing at 5:59 pm.
Wednesday, January 17, 2007, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on January 15, 2007 at 8:00 am Western European Time (WET) by Stephen McCann.
Presentation: 11-07/0047r0, Secure Network Selection, Lars Falk

· Comment: Useful problem to solve, but opinion depends on the final form.
Straw poll: "On problem statement: Should TGu create a solution for secure network solution, as described in this presentation?"

· Vote: 11 yes, 0 no, 1 don't care

Straw poll 2: "On solution outline: Is the solution outline (secure probing) as described in this presentation the way to go?"

· Vote: 2 yes, 0 no, 8 don't know, 1 don't care
Presentation: 11-06/1926r1, Limiting the GAS State 1 Query Response Length, Dave Stephenson

· Question: What is the maximum size for a response that is limited?
· Answer: 63.5 KB.  This is a generic limit for all protocols.

· Question: In 7.3.1.9, there is a status code 57 that says that the query response is greater than the AP policy limit.  The query is level 3, so how does the AP know?

· Answer: The AP does not interpret the query response.  GAS is only used in state 1.

· Comment: The AP must interpret the query to do this operation.

· Answer: AP proxies query, so it receives the entire response.  It can get the length without interpreting the contents.

Because the last two comments were related to comment 44, and addressed that comment, that comment was marked resolved with no objection.

Motion: "Move to instruct the Technical Editor to include normative text from document 11-06/1926r1 on Limiting GAS State-1 Query Response Length into the TGu draft amendment."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 10 yes, 0 no, 1 absention

· Motion passes
Motion: "Move to instruct the Technical Editor to include normative text from document 11-06/1935r0 for Multi-SSID feature into the TGu draft amendment."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· Debate on the motion

· Chris Hanson, speaking against: This amendment has a lot of text, concerns with backwards compatibility.  We can discuss this further at ad hocs.

· Vote: 4 yes, 2 no, 7 absentions

· Motion fails (75% required for technical motion, 4/2 is only 66 2/3%)
Presentation: 11-07/0148r0, Solution to Transmit Updated QoS Map Set from AP to STA, Peng Mo

· Question: In the multicast solution, the QoS Map and multicast address are sent together.  In IGMP, there is a continuous period check that users remain in the group.  How does the group get closed?  Does it adopt the QoS map?
· Answer: STAs send requests, so the AP can keep track of which addresses are used in which stations.

· Comment: In that system, the AP needs to maintain multicast address mapping for each STA.

· Comment: This system will probably use more resources in multicast mode than in unicast mode.

· Question: Why is the Map ID necessary?
· Answer: When the QoS Map set updates, it only needs to notify one multicast group.  The Map ID is used to distinguish between different SSPNs.

· Question: How is the dialog token used?

· Answer: It is not used in broadcast or multicast.

· Question: Have you consider the transmission rate?  Broadcast and multicast frames must be transmitted at a common rate for all stations.  Some stations may be far away, and need a lower rate.  This reduces the efficiency of broadcast and multicast transmissions.

· Answer: No.

· Question: How often do you expect the QoS Map to change?

· Answer: It depends on the operator.

· Comment: The QoS Map probably changes very infrequently, perhaps only once per several months.  That reduces the value of added complexity.
Motion: "Move to accept the proposed changes of multicast solution (modification described in 11-07/0148r0 slide 17-19) and instruct the technical editor to place them with the TGu draft."

· Moved by Tony Mo, seconded by Srini Sreemanthula

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 0 in favor, 4 against, 7 absentions

· Motion fails

Presentation: 11-07/0140r0, Rate Control for GAS Requests, Angelo Centonza

· Comment: This can be solved at a higher layer by the application server responding to GAS requests.
· Response: There is still risk from unidentified stations.

· Comment: There are multiple ways to solve this problem beyond query limits.

· Comment: This will come up in letter ballot.  At the very least, we need to have informative text in the standard.  The infrastructure needs to protect itself from potentially damaged or virus-infected STAs.
Straw poll: "Should the functionality be developed further (to develop proposed text for the amendment)?"

· Vote: 14 yes, 0 no

Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat

· Current working comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r5

· Comment 3.  Adopted by unanimous consent.  Editor requested specific text from the commenter to identify places where the words need to be changed.
· Comment 4.  The presentation was made earlier in the week, and the task group has requested a follow-up presentation.

· Comment 13.  This is being addressed by the HESSID proposal, and we must await feedback from 802.21.  The agenda for tomorrow will be updated to include creation of a liason.

· Comment 14.  DN is outside scope of 802.11.  There are two entities because there might be a DN that handles packets, while the SSPN handles user information.  A volunteer will be required to draft new text.

The meeting recessed at 10:00 am.
Thursday, January 18, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Acting Chair: Harry Worstell
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on January 18, 2007 at 10:32 am Western European Time (WET) by Harry Worstell.
The chair noted that the network, and therefore, the attendance server was unavailable.  In light of the unavailability of the network, the group adopted the agenda item of comment resolution by consensus.  The chair passed around a paper sign-up sheet to record attendance.  The following members signed in (the ID# is in parentheses):
· Xavier Peréz Costa (2278)

· Angelo Centonza (4020)

· Eleanor Hepworth (1163)

· Hong Cheng (523)

· George Bumiller (3801)

· Amjad Soomro (2555)

· Hitoshi Morioka (2172)

· Frans Hermodsson (57)

· Colin Blanchard (3271)

· Srinivas Sreemanthula (1928)

· Jari Jokela (3651)

· Seiji Yoshida (3651)

· Christopher Hansen (80)

· Yong-Ho Seok (4240)

· Dave Stephenson (2866)

· David Cypher (2782)

· Alex Ashley (3698)

· Mike Ellis (131)

· David Hunter (707)

· Junping Zhang (3650)

· Peng Mo (4219)

· Matthew Gast (3528)

· Allan Thomson (3575)

· Joseph Levy (91)

Agenda item: Editorial update, Necati Canpolat

· TGu draft 0.03 uses D0.02 as a baseline and adds editorial comment resolutions

Agenda item: Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat

· Current working comment spreadsheet is 11-06/1857r5

· It was suggested that as much text as possible be drafted before the TGu ad hoc.

· Comments 21, 22 & 23 (duplicate comment): Volunteeer needed to draft text.  Necati Canpolat, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered.

· It was suggested that all clause 5 text be drafted by the same authors.  Therefore, comments 24, 25, and 26 were also assigned to the  Necati Canpolat, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula.
· Several comments refer to notes in the SSPN interface section (7.3.2.47): 96, 97, 89, 100, 101, and 102.  Dave Stephenson and Hong Cheng volunteered.

· Comments 141 and 143 note that MLME primitives need to be defined.  Eleanor Hepworth and Angelo Centonza volunteered.

· Comment 202 indicates that information is needed on how to treat priority information from the SSPN.  Matthew Gast, Angelo Centonza, and Hong Cheng volunteered.

· Comments 222 and 223 requires the submission of the PICS.  Necati Canpolat and Dave Stephenson volunteered.

· Comments 224 and 225 note that the MIB is not complete.  Eleanor Hepworth and Necati Canpolat volunteered to draft an initial MIB.
· Comments 227, 228 and 229 notes that Annex K is not complete.  Matthew Gast, Angelo Centonza, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered.  Comment 229 notes that 11-06/1799r0 is a proposed first draft.

· Comment 246 is for interworking informative text on QoS in Annex P.  Matthew Gast, Angelo Centonza, Hong Cheng, and Srini Sreemanthula volunteered.

· Comments 41 and 44 are duplicates of comment 40, which has been resolved.
· Comment 48 on GAS query ID length.  Discussion:
· The GAS query ID is assigned by the AP

· GAS queries occur in state 1, and are therefore not protected against forgery

· It was proposed to decline the comment because changing the query length does not increase resilience to DoS attack.  There was no objection to adopting this resolution.

· Comment 50 suggests merging the two information elements

· Comment: The question is whether there will be interworking without ESSID?

· Comment: It would be more efficient to separate the ESSID from interworking capabilities because it makes the query for interworking SSIDs smaller.

· Comment: Lumping the two together reduces flexibility.

· Comment: The bits don't need to be signaled individually.  The only one that is individual is the ESO bit, and that is not worth an IE.
· Comment: If there a bits to signal, it makes the capability optional.  Existing APs could be interworking capable by sending Internetworking capabilities IEs with QoS map and EBR set to zero.

· Comment: Is the requirement to be able to process a QoS Map, or to support the functionality?  If a STA does not support QoS, it could still say that it is QoS capable.

· Comment: Is there a status code for "QoS Map not defined"?
· Comment: QoS Map is intended for per-SSID basis so that different SSPNs can use their own best practices.

· Discussion Question: What if an SSPN does not support any QoS support?

· Need a status code code to indicate QoS Map not support

· Could also send a QoS map where everything maps to zero

· Just because you receive a QoS Map doesn't mean that you need to send with QoS.

· Straw poll: "The QoS Map bit is not needed in the Internetworking Capabilities information element?  Agree or disagree."

· Vote: 10 agree (that it is not needed), 7 disagree (that is needed)
· Why is this required?

· Deployment flexibility is required

· Removing the bit seems to make QoS mandatory

· With no clear direction, the group moved to the next comment.

· Comment 58 requests text for interaction with other task groups.  Dave Stephenson volunteered to provide text for Annex P.
· Comment 60 was accepted by unaninmous consent.
· Comment 61 was rejected because the SSPN interface is not an air interface.  The chair asked for objections, and none were heard.

Afternoon agenda

· Redundant motions were removed.

· The chair proposed moving votes to authorize teleconferences and ad hoc meetings from the end of the agenda to the start to ensure that they are completed.

Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 12:24 WET.

Thursday, January 18, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Acting Chair: Harry Worstell
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on January 18, 2007 at 4:05 pm Western European Time (WET) by Harry Worstell.  The agenda was modified by unanimous consent.

Agenda item: Ad Hoc
· The 802.21 ad hoc is February 20-22 in Santa Clara, and there is a desire for a joint meeting.

· Dave Stephenson offered to host the ad hoc at Cisco in San Jose
Motion: "Move to schedule a TGu ad hoc meeting on February 20-22, 2007, which includes a joint TGu/802.21 1-day ad hoc meeting."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Eleanor Hepworth

· No discussion and no objection to calling the question

· Approved by unanimous consent with 21 attendees in the room

Agenda item: Teleconferences
Motion: "Move to hold TGu teleconferences on February 13, 2007 at 10:00 ET and March 6, 2007 at 10:00 ET for one hour each."
· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No discussion and no objection to calling the question

· Approved by unanimous consent

Agenda item: Liaison
· These letters need to be written, so the agenda item was postponed until the liaison letters could be written.
Agenda item: Timeline discussion
· The letter ballot was moved out to May, and the rest of the items were moved out one meeting.

Agenda item: Emergency Services Tutorial

· The following individuals volunteered to assist Stephen McCann with the tutorial:

· Colin Blanchard

· Matthew Gast

· Necati Canpolat

· Harry Worstell

Agenda item: 11-06/1857r6, Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat

· Comments 62 and 67 address the same issue, and were accepted by unanimous consent

· Comment 80 was withdrawn by the commenter after an explanation of the protocol's operations, and the resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.

· Comment 89 was accepted.  The TSID was removed from the figure and supporting text, and this resolution was adopted by unanimous consent.
· There was no objection to deferring Comment 92 to allow the commenter to confer with colleagues.

· There was no objection to deferring Comment 128 to allow for informal discussions.

· Comment 129.  The second sentence of the paragraph beginning on line 14 of page 35 can be deleted to harmonize behavior between multicast and unicast cases.
· Straw poll: Are you in favor of deleting the second sentence of the paragraph beginning on line 14 of page 35?

· Vote: 9 in favor, 0 opposed

· Comment deferred while Dave Stephenson, Necati Canpolat, and Srini Sreemanthula propose new text.  No objection to the proposed resolution.
· Comment 131 was deferred pending rewrite of section 7.3.2.47, with no objection from the attendees.

· Comments 134 and 135 are very similar to comment 131, and will be fixed in the same way.  There was no objection from membership in treating the three comments as the same underlying technical issue.

Agenda item: 11-07/0195r0, 802.21 Liaison Letter, Eleanor Hepworth
Motion: "Move to approve document 11-07-195-00-0000 and request that the 802.11 Working Group Chair forward the liaison letter to the IEEE 802.21 Chair."

· Moved by Eleanor Hepworth, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No discussion and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 9 in favor, 0 not in favor, 0 abstensions.  Motion passes.

Agenda item: 11-06/1857r6, Internal Draft Comment Resolution, Necati Canpolat

· Comment 136.  A draft of the text to address this comment was part of the mSSID proposal.  Dave will extract the relevant text from the mSSID proposal for incorporation here, and the comment will be deferred until that point.  There was no objection to this resolution.

· Comment 138.  Necati Canpolat volunteered to provide text.  There was no objection to this comment resolution.
· Comment 139.  Eleanor Hepworth and Angelo Centonza volunteered to provide text.

· Comments 143, 144, 146, and 147 all describe the same section.  Eleanor Hepworth and Angelo Centonza volunteered to provide text.

· To resolve Comments 148 and 150, it was suggested that the delivery method be made into a MIB variable so that the higher layer did not need to specify it.  This matter will be discussed at the ad hoc.  Dave Stephenson and Eleanor Hepworth will draft text.  Comment 151 will be addressed by the same text for a different frame.

There was no objection to adjourning at 5:58 pm WET.
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