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Monday, May 14, 2007, 7:30 PM to 9:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Monday, May 14, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 7:30 pm Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda (11-07/0593):

· The chair's disclosed his affiliation as Nokia Siemens Networks GmbH & Co. KG
· The chair requested the task group officers disclose their affiliations

· The secretary, Matthew Gast, disclosed his affiliation as Trapeze Networks

· The technical editor, Necati Canpolat, disclosed his affiliation as Intel Corporation

· The chair then reviewed the IEEE policies and procedures

· IEEE Patent Policy.  After reading the policy, the chair requested disclosure of patent claims.

· Sanjiv Nanda (affiliated with Qualcomm) made the statement: "QUALCOMM may have intellectual property underlying a contribution that, if adopted, could be essential to the practice of the standard.  If we do, we will timely comply with all provisions of the IEEE IPR policy."
· The chair called up the IEEE Affiliation FAQ at http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/affiliationFAQ.html, and read and specifically pointed out items #7 and #11.

· The chair also noted the anti-trust, ethics, and 802.11 Policies & Procedures

· The chair asked if there were any questions on policies and procedures

· No questions were received by the membership.

· Attendance reminder
· Motions will be stored in 11-07/0700.

· Approval of the agenda
· The chair called for presentations

· Motion (7:53 pm): Move to approve document 11-07/0593r2-000u-agenda.ppt
· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Bob O'Hara

· No debate on the motion

· The chair called for objection to approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded (21 members present in the room)

Approval of the minutes of past meetings

· March 2007 (Orlando, FL): 11-07/0381r1
· The chair called for comments on the minutes.  None were received.

Motion (7:55 pm): "Move to approve document 11-07-0381-01-000u-tgu-march-2007-meeting-minutes-orlando-fl-usa.doc"

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Angelo Centonza

· No debate on the motion

· The chair called for objection to approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded (21 members present in the room)

· May 2, 2007 (teleconference): 11-07/0583r0

· The chair called for comments on the minutes.  None were received.

Motion (7:58 pm): "Move to approve document 11-07-0583-00-000u-teleconference-minutes-2-may-2007.doc"
· Moved by Hong Cheng, seconded by Angelo Centonza

· No debate on the motion

· The chair called for objection to approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded (21 members present in the room)

· April 2007 ad hoc (Singapore): 11-07/0567r0

· The chair reviewed the minutes

· Dave Stephenson (affiliation Cisco Systems) noted that the reference to "11-06/1926" should be to "11-06/1926r1". 
· Bob O'Hara (affliation Cisco Systems) noted that the ESSID term was only defined in the SDL in the base standard.  It is not a normative part of the specification, and the question does not need to be sent to TGmb.
· Bob O'Hara noted that IEEE standards are professionally edited, and therefore, no action is necessary to ensure that words are spelled with the American convention.

· Srinivas Sreemanthula (affiliation Nokia): Does NENA really say that all calls need to be secured with EAP-TLS?
· Dave Stephenson: We are attempting to clarify this in the liason to NENA.

Motion (8:27 pm): "Move to approve document 11-07-0567-00-000u-tgu-april-2007-adhoc-meeting-minutes-singapore.doc"
· The chair noted that approving the minutes also means approving the recommended changes in the draft, and called for questions.

· Angelo Centonza (affiliation Nokia Siemens Networks GmbH & Co. KG): What is the recommendation for 11-07/446?  Are we approving a change to the draft?
· Answer: The recommendation was to produce normative text, so the effect is to ask for the presentation to be made tomorrow.
· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by George Bumiller
· No debate on the motion

· The chair called for objection to approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded (23 members present in the room)

Summary of Orlando meeting, 11-07/0490, Stephen McCann
· No questions on the closing report.

Draft status, Necati Canpolat

· Document 11-07/0682 shows the changes between D0.03 and D0.04.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): When will D0.05 be available?

· Answer: The draft will be sent to Stephen by 10 am.

· Stephen McCann, on behalf of the group, expressed strong appreciation for Necati's efforts in getting the draft into its current state.
Internal Comment Resolution, 11-06/1857r10 and 11-07/0727r0, Stephen McCann

· Comment 9: Donghee needs to provide text, but is not attending this meeting.
· Comment 14: This is the HESSID proposal, and will be incorporated in D0.05.
· Comment 18: Stephen McCann still must produce definition of roaming

· Comments 20, 21, 23, 24, and 25 were all addressed by submissions that have been incorporated into D0.05.

· Comment 54: Withdrawn by commenter.

· Comment 55: Document presented and approved in TGv on May 14 AM2 time slot.

· Comment 57: The definition of PSAP is included by reference in the NENA specification, and this item may be closed.

· Comments 95 and 96: Approved with 11-07/0273 in Orlando.

· Comments 98, 99, 100, and 101: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 129: Incorporated into draft.
· Comment 130: Incorporated into draft.

· Comments 133 and 134: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 135: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 138: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 140 and 142: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 143: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 147: This comment has been addressed by the GAS rewrite.

· Comment 150: This comment has been addressed by the GAS rewrite.

· Comment 151: To be incorporated in D0.05.

· Comments 153 and 154: Addressed by GAS rewrite.

· Comments 158, 159, 160, 161, 163, 164, 166, 167, 168, and 169: Addressed by GAS rewrite.

· Comments 172, 173, 175, and 176: Addressed by GAS rewrite.

· Comments 179 and 180: going down parameters were removed from the draft.

· Comment 181: Incorporated in Orlando meeting.

· Comment 198: Incorporated into the draft.

· Comment 201: Incorporated into the draft.

· Comment 210: Left as-is with acceptance of ad hoc recommendation.
· Comment 215: Comment resolution not completed.
· Comment 218: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 219: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 220: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 223: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 225: Incorporated into draft.

· Comments 227 and 228: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 245: Incorporated into draft.

· Comment 246: Commenter satisfied with change.

· Comment 251: Marked as addressed because the presentation will be made this week.

· Comment 252: Marked as addressed as per notes field in comment.

· Comment 256: MIH primitives to be deleted, so this comment is marked as green.

· Comment 259: Already completed in GAS.

· Comment resolution file to be uploaded to server as 11-06/1857r11.

The chair asked if there were objections to recessing at 9:27 pm.  Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed.
Tuesday, May 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 Tuesday, May 15, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 1:30 pm Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).  The chair then reviewed the agenda (11-07/0593r3).  After the addition of several presentations, there was no objection to adopting the revised agenda by unanimous consent.

The chair declared his affiliation as Nokia Siemens Networks GmbH & Co. KG.
Internal Comments, 11-07/0727r0, Angelo Centonza
· Row 9: cannot impose QoS to the PSAP because there is no way to impose QoS outside the 802.11 network

· Dave Stephenson: The QoS may happen out of scope, by an arrangement between the network owner and the PSAP.

· Row 10: left until tomorrow morning until after new draft presentation

· Row 11: suggest limiting EBR to emergency services only
· Dave Stephenson: You can only use one MLPP option, and it is specified per service.  It is designed to work with lots of services.

· Row 12: how does a STA learn the AID

· Dave Stephenson: The STA learns the AID on association in the single-SSID case.  In the mSSID case, there is an index to the broadcast/multicast for the network it is associated to.

· The chair suggested a private conversation between Angelo and Dave to resolve the comment.
· Row 13: Why does N be a power of 2?

Dave Stephenson volunteered to meet with Angelo privately to discuss his concerns, and made the following motion:

Motion (2:04 pm): "Motion to table discussion of this document."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Jouni Malinen (affiliation Devicescape Software)

· Vote: 6 for – 0 against – 7 abstaining

· Motion passes.

Presentation: 11-07/0573r2, Network Type Assisted Selection, Matthew Gast
· Question (Jouni Malinen): What is the best way to fix editorial comments in this presentation?
· Answer: I volunteer to write a presentation that fixes any comments in this presentation.

Motion (2:19 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0573-02-000u-network-type-selection.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Jouni Malinen

· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 13 for – 0 against -- 0 abstaining

· Motion passes.  This is a technical motion requiring 75%, which it received.
Presentation: 11-07/0713r1, QoS Map Additions, Amy Zhang

· The presenter declared her affiliation as Huawei.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): Option 3 is the best option because it allows differentiation between users.  In options 1 & 2, the over-the-air priority system may not cleanly map to the different marking systems used by multiple SSPNs.
· Comment (Colin Blanchard): Concerned about option 1 leaving control in the hands of the STA.  Option 3 seems to be more flexible because option 2 does not support broadcast.

Straw Poll (2:32 pm): "Which option do you prefer to support the QoS requirement based on the user level?"

· Vote: 0 option #1 – 0 option #2 – 10 option #3 – 3 abstain/don't know/something else

Straw Poll (2:35 pm): "Should the authors draft normative text for the next TGu meeting?"

· Vote: 9 in favor – 0 opposed

Presentation: 11-07/0741, Proposed update text for QoS Map distribution, Hong Cheng

· The presenter declared his affiliation as Panasonic.

Motion (2:41 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0741-00-000u-proposed-update-text-qos-map-distribution.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Hong Cheng, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 8 for – 0 against - 5 abstaining

· Motion passes.  This is a technical motion requiring 75%, which it received.

Presentation: 11-07/0752r0, Hot Spot Selection, Colin Blanchard
· The presenter noted that he was satisfied with the normative text in 11-07/0573r2.
Presentation: 11-07/0757r0, Secure Mobile Architecture, Richard Paine
· The presenter declared his affiliation as Boeing.

· Question (Necati Canpolat): How scalable is this?
· Answer: We believe that Boeing could build its entire network this way, and that it could scale up even to the U.S. national government.

· Question (Manoj Deshpande): Does this require a packet switched network and public IP addresses?

· Answer: It requires a packet switched network.  There is a NAT specification within HIP.

· Question: What is the goal of this presentation for TGu?

· Answer: TGu is working with secure handoff.

· Question (Colin Blanchard): This technologies uses names instead of IP addresses because names are more constant.  What privacy issues does this raise?

· Answer: The fundamental flaw of the Internet is that IP addresses and MAC addresses can be spoofed.  This technology disconnects security from IP address.

· Question: This seems to say that security is at layer 3 and layer 2 is irrelevant.  How does this relate to 11i and 11r.

· Answer: We are in a major evolution in networking where enterprises are de-perimeterizing.  It makes the access method the same whether you are remote or on campus.

The meeting recessed at 3:26 pm.
Tuesday, May 15, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, May 15, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 4:00 pm Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).
Presentation: 11-07/0756r1, Emergency Call Support, Srini Sreemanthula
· The presenter declared his affiliation as Nokia Corporation.

· Question (Christian Kuhtz): De-coupling the discovery of EAP methods from emergency calls would be very useful.  This is a big problem that creates operational headaches in general.  It is impossible for users to get the configuration right the first time, and configuration of the authentication method is not relevant to the emergency call problem.

· Answer: We want to scope the work to emergency calls.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): One of the concerns is that when the draft goes to letter ballot is that higher-layer network information may cause problems.  One way to proceed is to send the draft out like this and see what response it gets from the working group.  If it is favorable, then the task group could proceed.

· Question (Colin Blanchard): How is access for emergency services set up using your own credentials as opposed to public credentials?

· Answer: If the user has credentials already, there is no reason to use these discovery mechanisms because the user already has network access rights.

Presentation: 11-07/0692r1, SSPN Delay Bound, Matthew Gast

· Question (Necati Canpolat): Why are there five delay bounds?

· Answer: One for each EDCA access class, and one for HCCA.

· Question (Hong Cheng): Why is there only one delay bound for HCCA?  A STA may have up to eight admitted traffic streams.

· In response, the presenter requested that Hong Cheng work with him on implementing the correct draft.

· Dave Stephenson requested a short recess to work on the presentation.  At 4:35 pm, the chair called for objections to a ten-minute recess.  Seeing no objections, the meeting recessed until it was called back to order at 4:47.

· After the recess, a revised document was presented.  It will be uploaded as 11-07/0692r2.  To meet the four hour rule, the presenter requested a motion on Wednesday morning.
Presentation: 11-07/0739r0, Figure u23 Fix, Matthew Gast

· This presentation was withdrawn by the presenter because it was no longer needed after the presentation of 11-07/0756.

For the next set of presentations, Stephen McCann relinquished the chairmanship of the meeting to the Secretary, Matthew Gast, beginning at 4:52 pm EDT.

Presentation: 11-07/0323r3, GAS MIB, Stephen McCann

· Question (Srini Sreemanthula): There were some changes to the ESO bit.  Do any of these conflict?

· Answer: They do not conflict.

Motion (4:55 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0323-000u-update-to-emergency-services-info-elements.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Stephen McCann, seconded by Srini Sreemanthula
· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 6 for – 0 against - 3 abstaining

· Motion passes.  This is a technical motion requiring 75%, which it received.

Presentation: 11-07/0743r0, Definitions Comment Resolution, Stephen McCann

· Comment (Hong Cheng): Recollection of the discussion was to verify whether AAA was defined in the base standard.
· Answer: AAA is not defined, but AS is.  The presenter volunteered to take the comment off-line with Hong Cheng.

· Question (Colin Blanchard): In the definition of roaming, TGr and the IETF use incompatible definitions.

· The presenter noted the need to refine some of the proposed changes, and did not raise a motion.

With the presentations complete, Matthew Gast handed the chairmanship of the meeting back to Stephen McCann at 5:07 pm EDT.

Presentation: 11-07/0759r1, Network Type Selection Editorial Fixes, Matthew Gast

· Question (Necati Canpolat): Does this list the original proposal as a reference?
· Answer: Yes.
Agenda Discussion: 802.21 Joint Meeting
· Srini Sreemanthula: The "state 1/state 3 bit" is used to indicate whether a query is happening in state 1 versus state 3, and to limit the response size to state 1 queries.

Draft status and letter ballot discussion

· Necati Canpolat: We should decide on whether we will attempt to go to letter ballot.  It will require lots of effort, but the result will still be only partially complete.  I do not feel comfortable moving forward as editor.

· Dave Stephenson: If we don't send it out this week, do we have to wait until July?

· Answer: Yes

· Necati Canpolat: Supporting documentation for letter ballot also needs to be prepared.

· Dave Stephenson: If we don't produce a draft this meeting and show up to the next meeting with an almost-complete draft, that will mean an unproductive July meeting.

· Stephen McCann: This group can still do liason work, external review, and seek informal comments.
· Stephen McCann: If postpone letter ballot until July, should we have an ad hoc meeting?

· Necati Canpolat: The ad hocs have been very productive, and allow the group to focus on tasks which are often rushed during the face-to-face meetings.

· Dave Stephenson: I would prefer to get the document out in front of the working group.

· Necati Canpolat called for the following poll:
Straw Poll (5:35 pm): "How many people have read D0.04?"
· Vote: 5 yes, 8 no

· The chair revised the agenda to set out a schedule for moving to letter ballot, and raised the following motion:
Motion (5:54 pm): "Move to approve 11-07/0593r4 as the revised agenda."

· Moved by Stephen McCann, seconded by George Bumiller.

· The chair called for objections to saving the revised agenda by unanimous consent.

· Seeing no objections, the agenda was adopted.

The meeting recessed at 5:55 pm.
Wednesday, May 16, 2007, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Co-Chairs: Stephen McCann and Vivek Gupta
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Wednesday, May 16, 2007 by Stephen McCann and Vivek Gupta at 8:10 am Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).  Stephen McCann disclosed his affiliation as Nokia Siemens Networks GmbH & Co. KG and reviewed the agenda (11-07/0593r4).  Both chairs reminded attendees to do their respective attendance recording.
Presentation: 21-07/0192r0: State-1 Indication in MIH header, Srini Sreemanthula

· Question (Necati Canpolat): Is the UIR bit set by the station or the AP?
· Answer: The station.

· Question (Necati Canpolat): Why should it not be set by the AP?

· Answer: The bit needs to be specified by 802.21.  It can be set by the STA or the AP; if it were to be set by the AP, the box labeled "verify from unassociated STA" would become "set UIR bit".  GAS initial requests are made only in state 1, and another option would therefore be to set the UIR bit in any MIH request that comes in via GAS.

· Comment (Subir Das): With no security now, if the AP sets the bit, it could break once security is introduced.

· Response: There is no security in GAS.

· Question (Michael Williams): Will this be affected by TGw?

· Answer (Matthew Gast): No, TGw security is only for state 3.

Stephen McCann asked if the TGu members were satisfied by the presentation as a resolution of the open item.  No dissent was recorded, so the 802.21 working group recorded the presentation as a resolution to 802.21-D5.0 letter ballot comment # 5465.

Discussion: 802.21 Information Model, Dave Stephenson
· The presenter declared his affiliation to be Cisco Systems.

· With reference to Figure 20 in 802.21-D5.0, much of the information that was at the POA location has been moved to the network level.  However, location should also move to the network level.

· Comment (George Babut, affiliation Rogers Communications): Concerned with giving out detailed location information on the network.  As an operator, we cannot put precise latitude and longitude information for every AP in the network for both privacy and operational reasons.
· Comment (Vivek Gupta): When moving location to the network level was considered, there was discussion about how to abstract the location to the network level.

· Comment (Michael Williams): We contacted the head of IETF GEOPRIV for informal feedback, and that indicated we had some work to do.

· Response: This is a good topic for an ad hoc meeting which we invite industry experts to.

· Comment (Srini Sreemanthula): This issue is not the format of the location information, but what the location says.

· Comment (Srini Sreemanthula): Each POA may have its own attributes, and it may not be possible to combine them into one overall attribute.
· Comment (Michael Williams): The intent was to indicate to the MN when entering a network how it could get on the network quickly by preventing a scan.

· Response: That level of specificity could be wrong, because many networks are run with dynamic channel assignments.

· Comment (George Babut): We cannot disconnect the technical model from legal requirements and business requirements.
· Comment (Manoj Deshpande, affiliation Qualcomm): This is a schema with two levels of hierarchy.  In the MIH query, there could be network information returned, with sub-elements returned for each AP.
· Response: That is exactly what I am trying to get away from.  In a large network, it is too much information, and it is not relevant handover decisions.
The next presentation on the agenda was to be presented by Stephen McCann.  For the duration of the presentation, beginning at 9:08 am, the meeting was chaired by Michael Williams, the vice chair of 802.21.

Discussion: Removal of MIH primitives, Stephen McCann
· 802.16g encapsulated MIH primitives.  802.11u would like to take the same approach because each MIH primitive requires four 802.11 MLME primitives.  Furthermore, each of the parameters must be specified in the MLME and many of the parameters are implementation dependent.

· Comment (Necati Canpolat): Maintainence of the MLME requires editorial work.  Any changes made by the 802.21 working group would need to start a task group in 802.11 for the life of both standards.
· Comment (Michael Williams): 802.11 accepted the need to take requirements from 802.21, and the resulting requirements should be on an equal footing with internally-generated requirements from a study or task group.  In 802.21, the protocol is separate from the primitives.  The primitives define semantics and behavior, but not bits.
· Response: We do not understand the interface model that 802.21 has with media-dependent technologies.  802.16 seemed to do encapsulation, but 802.11 must define primitives.  What is the correct model?

· Comment (Michael Williams): In 802.21-D5.0 Table 25, there is a list of primitives that 802.21 expects.
· Question (Yoshi Ohba): What do you mean by a primitive being carried in a protocol message?  A primitive is only an abstract of information passing between layers.
· Reponse: 802.16g-D9 clause 6.3.2.3.62 shows the interface for transmitting a management message.
· Comment (Vivek Gupta): 802.16 is a carrier-managed network, so the handover is network-driven as opposed to client-driven like 802.11.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): In 802.21 Table 25, there are places in the table where there are "N/A" indications.  At the 802.11 ad hoc, we assumed that there was an ability to rely on the specifications of implementation.
· Response (Subir Das): The "N/A" means that it is not defined, but that means that 802.21 should go to that media group and assist in the definition of that primitive.

· Response (Stephen McCann): TGu will not get through letter ballot without detailed definitions, and we do not understand how to create the detailed definitions.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): The MLME-LinkUp.indication in Table 25 is something that we are considering removing.  How is that different from an MLME-Reassociate.indication?  Both indicate a STA is able to send frames through an AP.  Furthermore, a LinkUp indication from every AP in the network would be too much information, since that will happen every time a STA moves between APs.  Would the 802.21 group prefer to have indications as the STA leaves and enters the network, or would it be preferable to have just one indication for entering the access network?

· Comment (Michael Williams): In 802.21-D5.0 Table 24, there are some 802.16 signals that are native to the specification.  Primitives that begin with "HO-" were defined to support 802.21.

· Question (George Babut): All fixed/mobile convergence operators are looking at handover, and are interested in the handover time.  With regard to encapsulation versus not encapsulating, which will take longer?

· Answer: Encapsulation takes longer because there is extra processing at both ends.

· Comment (Juan Carlos Zuniga): Speak in favor of LinkUp staying.  We are not interested in the handovers within the access network.
At 9:50 am, Stephen McCann requested to move to the next agenda item (TGu motions).  No objection was recorded.

Motion (9:51 am): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0756-01-000u-update-to-emergency-service-info-elements.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Hong Cheng, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· Debate on the motion:

· Srini Sreemanthula: Are you bringing the MIH primitive removal motion?

· Stephen McCann: That motion comes last.

· The chair called for approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded.  (The secretary informally counted 11 voting members for 802.11 in the room.)
· Motion passes.

Motion (9:54 am): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0692-02-000u-sspn-delay-bound.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No debate on the motion.

· The chair called for approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded. (The secretary informally counted 11 voting members for 802.11 in the room.)
· Motion passes.

Motion (9:55 am): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0759-01-000u-network-type-selection-editorial-fixes.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Srini Sreemanthula, seconded by Hong Cheng
· No debate on the motion.

· The chair called for approval by unanimous consent.  No objection was recorded. (The secretary informally counted 11 voting members for 802.11 in the room.)
· Motion passes.

Motion (9:56 am): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0744-01-000u-mih-primitive-removal-comment-resolution-to-d0-04.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Stephen McCann, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· Debate on the motion.

· The chair clarified that debate was open to any attendees in the room, but voting was only open to 802.11 voting members.

· Subir Das, speaking against: Would like to have further debate.

· Dave Stephenson: Would like more time, but that may impact letter ballot.

· Necati Canpolat: Vivek Gupta added me to resolve the discrepancy in primitives.

· Srini Sreemanthula: This is a radical motion.  The existing primitives do not have the right semantics, and must be fixed.  This should not affect us going to letter ballot, since we will receive comments and can continue to work on the draft.

At 10:02, David Hunter noted that the session time had expired, and the meeting recessed.

Thursday, May 16, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Thursday, May 16, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 10:31 am Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).  The chair disclosed his affiliation as Nokia Siemens Networks GmbH & Co. KG.  The chair reminded attendees to record attendance, and noted that drafts P802.11u-D0.05 and P802.11u-D0.06 had been posted to the 802.11 members area, which would allow four hours of review time.  The chair displayed 11-07/0593r5 as the day's agenda, and asked if there were objections to adoption of the agenda.  No objection was recorded.

Because the meeting was in recess, the first item on the floor was the motion from the previous session:

Motion (from 9:56 am on Wednesday, continuing at 10:37 am on Thursday): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0744-01-000u-mih-primitive-removal-comment-resolution-to-d0-04.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Previously moved by Stephen McCann, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· Continuing debate on the motion

· Hong Cheng (affiliation Panasonic): If this motion is approved, another version of the draft must be approved before moving to letter ballot, and we could not move to letter ballot.

· In light of the previous comment, Stephen McCann altered the motion to read: "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-0744-01-000u-mih-primitive-removal-comment-resolution-to-d0-04.doc."  The chair asked for unanimous consent to approve the change, and none was recorded.

· Motion (10:41 am): Table the motion on the floor until the July 802.11 meeting.

· Moved by Hong Cheng, seconded by Matthew Gast

· There is no debate on this motion.

· Vote: 5 for – 0 against – 4 abstaining

· Motion passes.

External Review Discussion
The chair noted that under IEEE-SA rules, the 802.11u draft cannot be made available to the world.  However, it is possible to make the draft available to "world experts" for comments.  The 802.11 WG chair, Stuart Kerry, suggested making a list of approximately 10 world experts in interworking to receive the TGu draft.  External reviewers should have the time and inclination to send comments in a two-month period.

· Stephen McCann suggested the following list:

· Ian Hughes, BT (operator)

· Peter Howard, Vodafone (operator)

· Per Christoffersson, TeliaSonera (operator)

· Gunther Horn, NSN (3GPP)

· Hannes Tschofenig, NSN (IETF)

· Bernard Aboba, Microsoft (IETF)

· Roger Hixon, NENA (NENA)

· Lindsay Frost, Netlab (WFA)

· Rodrigo Donazzalo, BT (FMCA)

· Jouni Korhonen, TeliaSonera (GSMA)

· Gottfried Punz, Siemens (3GPP)

· Sabine Demel, T-Mobile (3GPP)

· Xiabao Chen, Orange (3GPP)

· Stefan Rommer, Ericsson (3GPP)

· Saso Stojanovski, Nortel (3GPP)

· Dajiang Zhang, Nokia (3GPP)
· Judith Rossebo, Telenor (TISPAN)
· David Mariblanca, Ericsson

· Necati Canpolat requested the addition of Farooq Bari from Cingular, who has previously attended TGu.

· Dave Stephenson asked if it would be possible to send the draft with a liason request.  The chair replied that IEEE SA rules generally disallow that operation, but that he would concur with the 802.11 WG chair to be certain.

· Steve Whitesell (affiliation V-Tech) requested the addition Cheryl Blum from Lucent, who is the TR45 (mobile phone) chair and a 3GPP member.

· The chair noted that there were no people for 3GPP2, and that additional members of the Wi-Fi Alliance.

· Dave Stephenson suggested adding Brian Rosen, the chair of the IETF ECRIT working group.

· Kamel Shaheen from InterDigital Communications, a 3GPP SA2 member.

Stephen McCann volunteered to convert the working document to an IEEE document and request comments from the TGu reflector.  As a deadline, the group concurred that the end of the first TGu teleconference was an appropriate deadline.

Liason: Cellular operators, George Bumiller
· The speaker declared his affiliation as Research in Motion.

· The liason letter is waiting on names and contact information.

· Brian Kiernan offered to assist with obtaining contacts for the letters.

· Dave Stephenson: When might these letters go out?

· The chair suggested that the letter be worked on over lunch.

Liason: 11-07/0794r0, Vijay Patel
· Question: What is the relationship between ESIF and NENA?
· ESIF must try to implement what NENA asks for, but that may not be possible.

· Comment: It may be that the version of SIP used by NENA is different from IMS.

Liason: 11-07/0508r0, IETF EAP liason, Matthew Gast

· Colin Blanchard: The idea is to ask for a way to keep the processing local?

· Answer: Correct.  It is OK to have a remote AS for many data applications, but this is not one of those applications.

· Hong Cheng: The EAP conversation always terminates at the AS.

· Answer: That is correct.  The presentation should say that the AS functionality should be resident in the AP.  I will rev the presentation to r1 and write the liason cover letter.

Liason: NENA, Stephen McCann

· Dave Stephenson: A few comments are missing, and this document needs final polish.

Liason: 3GPP, Stephen McCann

· 3GPP is now specifying interactions with external networks and handover requirements
· Teleconference with 3GPP SA2 on May 23

· The presenter showed the draft agenda, and noted that SA2 was interested in learning about 802.11u functions 

· The WiMax forum sent a liason to define 3GPP-to-802.16 handoff, but that 
Liason: 3GPP, Colin Blanchard
· Handover is make-before-break, but that may not be possible.

· The document does not exist yet.  Colin Blanchard volunteered to send the document to the TGu mailing list.
Liason: TR 22.812, Lars Falk

· The document does not exist yet, but the next meeting is at the end of June.

· Lars Falk volunteered to send the document to the TGu mailing list when it appears.

The meeting recessed for lunch at 12:20 pm.

Thursday, May 16, 2007, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda
Meeting called to order on Thursday, May 16, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 4:01 pm Eastern Daylight Time (EDT).  The chair displayed 11-07/0593r5 as the day's agenda, and asked if there were objections to adoption of the agenda as displayed.  No objection was recorded.

TGu Draft Status and Move to Letter Ballot

Motion (4:05 pm): "Move to approve the informal draft D0.06 as a TGu document."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 10 for – 0 against – 2 abstentions

· Motion passes.

Motion (4:18 pm): "Move to:

· instruct the TGu editor to renumber TGu draft document D1.0, from D0.06,

· request the IEEE 802.11 WG to authorize a 30-day letter ballot asking the question 'should TGu D1.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?' "

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Dave Stephenson
· No debate on the motion.

· Vote: 10 for – 0 against – 3 abstensions

Liason: 11-07/0811r0, IETF EAP, Matthew Gast

· Dorothy Stanley, the IETF liason, suggested that the EAP Method Update working group of the IETF would be a more appropriate recipient of this letter

· Several minor edits were made during the presentation, which was displayed and saved as 11-07/0811r1.

Motion (4:36 pm): "Move to:
· approve liaison document 11-07/0811r1 and attached documents 11-07/0508r1 and 11-07/0290r2, and

· request that the IEEE 802.11 WG chair to forward it to the IETF EAP method update working group"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No debate on the motion.

· The chair called for objections to adopting by unanimous consent.  None were recorded, with 25 attendees in the room.

Presentation: 11-07/0312r2, Rate Control for GAS Requests, Angelo Centonza
· The presenter disclosed his affiliation as Roke Manor Research, a subsidiary of Nokia Siemens Networks
· Dave Stephenson: The comment about DoS attacks should be more carefully crafted because the wireless medium is unlicensed.
· Colin Blanchard: Where do the conclusions of the presentation go in the normative text of the draft?

· Stephen McCann: These should be comments on the letter ballot, and should go in an informative annex.
Teleconferences and Ad hoc meetings
· 802.21 has voted for an ad hoc from June 13-15 in Korea, hosted by ETRI
· Straw poll: "Should we have an ad hoc before the July meeting?"

· Vote: 7 for – 3 against

· Straw poll: "How many would attend?"

· Result: Four

· Straw poll: "How many could attend an ad hoc in Korea?"

· Result: Six

· Straw poll: "How many could attend an ad hoc before the July meeting in San Francisco?"
· Result: Six

· Straw poll: "Should the ad hoc be in Korea the week of June 11, or in the San Francisco Bay Area the Friday through Sunday of the July meeting?"

· Result: Korea 4, San Francisco 8

· David Hunter offered to ask 802.21 to attend, and the chair agreed that was a good idea once the ad hoc dates are set by the 802.11 plenary meeting

· 3GPP SA2 teleconference

· Due to the lack of notice, this cannot be an official IEEE teleconference.  Stephen McCann may attend as the chair, but no other TGu members can attend
· Conclusions:

· Ad hoc

· July 13-15 in the Bay Area.
· Hosting to be determined, perhaps at Cisco.

· The chair called for objections, and none were recorded

· Teleconferences

· May 30, 2007, 10 AM ET and June 19, 2007, 10 AM ET.

· The chair called for objections, and none were recorded
Any other business

· Carrier Liasons, George Bumiller
· Dave Stephenson noted that including tables from 802.21 draft would be useful

· Stephen McCann agreed, but noted that would require a joint liason

· Therefore, this liason is postponed until July meeting in San Francisco
There was no objection to adjourning the meeting at 5:55 pm.
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