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Executive Summary:

Documents discussed:

1. Latest Draft Requirement Document (05/822r11)
2. Down selection procedures (06/976r0)

3. Updated Timeline Document (06/701r3)
4. TGu Vision Document (06/550r0)

5. Six proposals were presented
a. Proposal for User Plane Cluster (06/988r0) 
b. Proposal for SSPN Interface Cluster (06/278r3)
c. Proposal for Authentication Cluster (06/882r0)

d. Proposal for Emergency Service (06/1039r0)

e. Proposal for Network Selection Cluster (06/1014r2)

f. Proposal for MIH Support (06/1016r0)

6. One Technical Presentation
a. Announcing AN relative level (06/973r2)

11 motions were raised during the sessions. 10 have been voted on. 
Motion 11 is on the table, and would be the first agenda item for September meeting.

Matthew Gast is elected as the Secretary (start from September meeting).
Two teleconference dates were suggested:
- 17th Aug 2006, Thu 10:00ET

- 6th Sep 2006, Wed 10:00ET

Chair: Stephen McCann
Secretary: Hong Cheng

1. Monday Afternoon Session: (17th July 2006 1600 - 1800)

1.1 Meeting called to order by the chair at 16:04
Chair reminded members of signing attendance. 

1.2 
Review of the IEEE 802 and IEEE 802.11 policies & procedures (06/946r2)

Chair went through the policies and procedures. Chair went through the patent ruling from PatCom (Patent Committee). Chair reminded members of copyright issue regarding the contributions. 
1.3 
Approval of the May 2006 minutes (06/817r1)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent.
1.4
Approval of Agenda (06/946r2)

Comment: One technical contribution about network selection cluster is to be added to Tue afternoon session.
The amended agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

1.5 
Review of last meeting (06/800r0)
The chair reviewed the activities of last TGu session during the May 2006 Interim meeting.
1.6
Document Review
The chair went through the latest TGu documents:

- 06/550r0 TGu vision document

- 05/822r11 TGu technical requirement document

1.7
Review of IETF EAP netsel Draft:
http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-eap-netsel-problem-04.txt 
Early version of the draft has been reviewed by TGu. Current draft is going through IETF Working Group Last Call. 

Comment: It would be helpful to provide comments by Last Call deadline (end of July).

Stephen (Chair): A Liaison Letter is to be sent based on comments received from this meeting.

Comment: The reference to the TGu documents in the draft needs to be updated, since TGu has revised its documents.

1.8 Down Selection Procedures (06/976r0)

It is decided that for clusters having only one proposal, the vote will be carried out after presentation.

For clusters having more than one proposal, the vote will be carried out on Thursday.
1.9 Approve of the decision from Ad Hoc meeting:

Proposed Motion text: 
Move that down selection voting on the MAC address anonymity requirement is postponed until more information is received from cellular organisations up to the next IEEE802 plenary.
- Note: This therefore guarantees that the requirement stays within TGu until the above specified date.
Comment: Suggest that the note be removed, since the group should not prevent anyone from raising a motion in the future, e.g. in September, to remove the requirement 

Motion 1: Move that down selection voting on the MAC address anonymity requirement is postponed until more information is received from cellular organisations up to the next IEEE802 plenary.
Moved by: Necati Canpolat
Seconded: Hong Cheng
Result (For-against-abstain): 8-1-0

Motion passed
Proposed Motion text: 
Move IEEE802.11u creates and then asks the IEEE802.11 WG to send a liaison letter to 3GPP SA3 asking for more information about their concerns with MAC address anonymity

Comment: Prefer to have a timeline for this task.
Motion 2: Move IEEE802.11u creates and then asks the IEEE802.11 WG to send a liaison letter to

3GPP SA3 asking for more information about their concerns with MAC address anonymity, before the September 2006 meeting.

Moved by: Sabine Demel
Seconded: Necati Canpolat
Result:  The motion is approved by unanimous consent

Motion 3: Move IEEE802.11u creates and then asks the IEEE802.11 WG to send a liaison letter to

TR41.4 and ETSI TISPAN informing them about the current IEEE802.11 emergency call activities (in both TGu and TGv) before the September 2006 meeting.

Moved by: Necati Canpolat
Seconded: Patrick Mo

Result: Motion is approved by unanimous consent
1.10 Merged Proposal for TGu User Plane Cluster (06/988r0) Hong Cheng
Comment: Static mapping should be sufficient for a type of network.
Answer: In the background scenario, there could be multiple networks behind the AP, and they may use different QoS Mappings. The proposed mechanism is to allow AP to deliver the correct mapping information the STA.

Comment: Upper Layer could inform lower layer of the service type directly.
Answer: There is no standard way for the application layer to inform 802.11 MAC layer of such information other than using the 802.1D User Priority. 
Motion 4: User Plane Confirmation Vote

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-0988r0 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Moved by: Hong Cheng
Seconded by: Dave Stephenson

Result: (for-against-abstain): 17-0-4

Motion passed.
Session recessed.
2. Tuesday Afternoon Session (18th July 2006 1330 - 1530)

Meeting called to order at 1330.

2.11 
IETF Draft review motion
Motion 5:

Move that IEEE802.11u creates and then asks the IEEE802.11 WG to send a liaison letter to IETF EAP regarding comments concerning: http://www.ietf.org/internet-draft/draft-ietf-eap-netsel-problem-04.txt before the end of the September 2006 meeting.

Moved by: Farooq Bari

Seconded: Tim Godfrey

Result (for-against-abstain): 13-0-0

Motion passed
Comment: The deadline for the review in IETF is end of July.

Comment: An email will be sent to the TGu mailing list to inform the WG of the liaison.

2.12 Proposal for TGu SSPN Interface Cluster (06/278r3) Hong Cheng
Comment: The mention of “QSTA” in the proposal limits scope of the solution. There are currently technical comments in TGma to remove the words “QSTA”.

Answer: The proposal was developed against the current IEEE802.11 draft. In the draft development process, the proposal can be updated according to the status of the new IEEE802.11 standard (i.e. draft IEEE 802.11ma rev 7.0).

Comment: Would like to see the IE lists being normative, since an informative list can be ignored by vendors and does not serve the purpose.
Motion 6: SSPN Interface Confirmation Vote

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-0278r3 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Moved by: Hong Cheng

Seconded: Necati Canpolat
Result (For-against-abstain): 18-0-6

Motion passed. 
2.13 Proposal for TGu Authentication Cluster (06/881r0) Patrick Mo
Document for the proposal text is 06/882r0.

Comment: How is the key management done with the single association (and multiple authentications)?
Answer: To be shown in the following presentation slides.
Comment: For every virtual link created, a different MAC address is used. 

Answer: Yes. A temporary address is assigned to the virtual link.
Comment: The PTKs are bound to those addresses.

Comment: Is the MAC address random? How to guarantee the uniqueness of the address?

Answer: There could be a MAC address server in the DS to assign the MAC address.
Comment: The virtual links are created based on needs (instead of by default)?

Answer: Yes.

Comment: What does the container IE have to do with the Authentication cluster?

Answer: It is used to carry information from upper layer during the virtual link establishment.

Comment: Why multiple PTKs are needed between the same pair (STA & AP)?

Comment: Is the STA (with multiple virtual links) using one physical layer (instance)? 
Answer: Yes.

Comment: Authentication is tied to the physical counters, and 11i would not work well in this case.

Comment: How many virtual links can be supported?

Answer: Not limited in the proposal.

Comment: Why multiple authentications need to be done, when the separation of traffic can be done at higher layer?
Answer: There are different credentials for different SSPNs.

Comment: The more reasonable scenario is to have virtual channels from the same SSPN. Scenario 1 mentioned in the proposal is over complicated.

Answer: Scenario 1 is for the case that two separate applications are activated.

Comment: If a SSPN sends a disassociation to the STA, would that also tear the other virtual links?

Answer: No. It would only tear the corresponding virtual link.

Comment: This separation can be achieved at higher layer. Why it needs to be done in L2?

Comment: If a STA can generate random MAC address per SSPN authentication, do you still need to create the virtual links? (It can be achieved by multiple associations)

Answer: Disadvantage of such method is outlined on slide 13.
Comment: What is the purpose to separate the traffic over the air interface, when there is only one physical link at the STA?

Comment: The proposal has major impacts on 802.11 state machines and other management procedures.

Comment: This requirement is an optional requirement.

Comment: In case a different BSSID is used for different STA, how is the multicast or broadcast done?

Answer: This could be discussed offline.

Motion 7: Authentication Cluster Confirmation Vote:

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-882r0 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Moved by: Patrick Mo
Seconded by: Sabine Demel
Result (for-against-abstain):  1-17-8

Motion failed
Comment: Needs more details to decide the impacts on the state machine.

Stephen: Step 9 of the down selection procedure will be carried out. The group would like to invite Patrick to come back in Sep meeting to present again.

Session recessed.
3.
Tuesday afternoon session: (18th July 2006 1600 - 1800)

Meeting called to order by the chair at 1600.
3.14 Proposal for E911 Support (06/1039r0) Dave Stephenson
Comment: What does the Emergency Service Only bit mean?

Answer: This bit is to identify to the STA that behind the walled garden there is only emergency service available.
Comment: Is it possible that there are other services in the walled garden?
Answer: At the moment, it is limited to emergency service. But it does not prevent local network from providing more services. 

Comment: There are other ways to access emergency service, e.g. by using “Skype”. Does ESO bit mean that those are not allowed?

Answer: It is up to the emergency service provider to decide if multiple methods should be deployed. 

Comment: The pre-emption is only for the authenticated users (MLPP levels).
Answer: That will only affect the STA at state 3, when it is associated.

Comment: Any station (an attacker) can take the highest level.
Answer: AP will interprets the request. What policy AP applies on that is up to system administration, e.g. AP only allows up to 50% capacity for emergency service.

Comment: If the STA is already associated, it can directly use other methods, e.g. “Skype”. This mechanism (in the proposal) is for the unassociated STA. 

Comment: How does a system know that an authenticated user make use of the expedited request is actually accessing the emergency services?

Answer: Through setting the bandwidth use value to 0.

Comment: Still think it could be misused. Prefer some control at the AP side.

Answer: AP policy control could be done, but it out of scope of TGu

Comment: Agree that something at higher layer needs to be in place to make the check.

Motion 8: Individual Cluster (Emergency Call) Confirmation Vote

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-1039r0 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Moved by: Dave Stephenson

Seconded: Farooq Bari

Result (for-against-abstain): 13-0-10

Motion passed
3.15 Technical presentation: Announcing AN relative Level (06/973r2) Amjad Soomro

Comment: Who sets the priority?

Answer: How it is set is outside of the specification scope. 

Comment: Prefer another name than "priority".
Comment: Is there an example of setting priorities of different SSPNs?

Comment: A fixed priority may not help user, since the user could make the choice based on application requirements (which is dynamic).
Answer: This only gives the information about the preference, and does not restrict the use of any other methods.
Comment: The information could be provided by IEEE802.21 IS service.

Answer: IEEE802.21 is not about MAC and PHY. It is about handover.
Comment: What does a priority level mean?

Answer: It is a relative level (to help STA making the choice).
Comment: If it can be mapped to service at AN, it would be more useful. 

Comment: It sounds like a policy/profile issues.

Comment: STA may have been preconfigured with a ranking of the SSPN list

Answer: This assumption may not cover all the models for interworking. Other cases that there is no configured information should also be addressed.

Answer: The priority level gives the information in the AN’s point of view in addition to the other information. For example, how to set IEEE802.11e AC CWmin, CWmax parameters is not specified in the standard.
Comment: Need to define how STA interprets the information to make it work.

Comment: The document number needs to be updated.

Stephen (Chair): What is the preferred mechanism for getting the partial proposals to the TGu draft?
Comment: Motions could be raised when a baseline document is ready to insert the partial proposal.
Comment: Do we need to modify the flow chart for the down selection? The document is just for down selection. Another document is needed to specify procedures after down selection.
Stephen (Chair): Yes. 

Straw poll:

How many like the idea of priority and would like to include it in the draft:
Think it is a good idea: 4

Bad idea: 2
Stephen (Chair): The group would like to invite Amjad back in Sep. 

Comment: Would like to specify a window for accepting the partial proposal.

Stephen (Chair): It will be carried out until the Working Group LB.
3.16 Discussion of teleconference dates
Two teleconference dates were proposed between this meeting and September Interim meeting:

- 17th Aug 2006, Thu 10:00ET

- 6th Sep 2006, Wed 10:00ET

Tentatively, some document about the draft will be provided by the editor by 1st Sep. for discussion in the second teleconference.
Two teleconference dates were proposed between the September Interim meeting and November Plenary meeting:

- 4th Oct 2006 10:00ET

- 2nd Nov 2006 10:00ET

An Ad Hoc meeting was suggested between September Interim meeting and November Plenary meeting:

10 - 12th Oct 2006
The session is recessed.
4.
Thursday Afternoon Session: (20th July 2006 1330 -1530)

Meeting called to order at 1334 by the chair.
4.17 Secretary Election
One nomination for the Secretary position was received:

Matthew Gast
Matthew is accepted as Secretary by acclamation. 

4.18 Proposal for TGu Network Selection Cluster (06/1014r2) Necati Canpolat
Comment: A STA can only have one association at a time. So, for a STA to query another AP, it needs to break the current association.

Comment: It would be good to inform IEEE802.21 that TGu have the requirement for creating efficient query.
Comment: Should we have a liaison to formalise this?

Stephen (Chair): We need to have a 802.11 level Liaison Letter to do that. Best way forward would be having a joint session in Sep meeting to discuss it

Comment: IEEE802.21 already defined query mechanism. 

Stephen (Chair): Would like to advice people to send the question to the Mailing List since it is not in the scope of this particular proposal. We can decide then if to have liaison or have joint session in Sep.

Comment: Does it mean that for the solution to work, IEEE802.21 is needed?

Answer: It is just providing a pass through for AP. 

Comment: Who defines the IDs in the table (Table-u1)?
Answer: IEEE802.11 has a number assigning authority to define that.

Comment: 64 values are not enough. An extensible definition is preferred.
Comment: IEEE802.11 assigns number to be used by Task Groups, but not for external bodies

Comment: The protocol ID is 2 bytes. But it is not consistent in the document.
Answer: The text needs to be updated. Doc will be revised and uploaded.

Comment: Regarding comeback delay, would it be set to indefinite value to lock the STA out?

Answer: Since it is not protected, the (Higher Layer entities at the) STA may need to set certain policy to reject any out of scope value.
Comment: How the delay is known by the AP?

Answer: It is pre-configured at the AP. And, the STA can be set to come back again if the result is not ready when it comes back.

Comment: Is this delay value per channel, or per AP?

Answer: This is per AP. It is not specified though.

Comment: There could be many channels, and that would complicate the situation.
Answer: STA can do what it needs to do during the delay time period, e.g. query over other channels.
Comment: If the delay is too long, it may turns out to be slower than passive discover mechanism if beacon could be sent at higher rate.
Comment: The come back delay is set to per STA, so that the STA can come back at a pre-specified time.

Comment: Since the frames are sent in state 1, how to ensure that the message is not lost or repeated?
Comment: The Advertisement Server does not need to be specified in the proposal. That is backend and higher layer configuration. And there could be other configurations, e.g. information is buffered at the AP.

Comment: Beacon can only be transferred at base rate. Also, different requests are not sent at the same time (by different STAs), since the channel is shared. 

Comment: the amount of data come back can be substantial. So, the active way is more appropriate.

Comment: Does the protocol supports multiple frames coming from the advertisement server?

Answer: Yes. The mechanism accommodates multiple frames. And it is up to the higher layer protocol to decide how to handle it.

Comment: The background says that the target is to help STA to decide which AP to associate. Wouldn’t current probe/response enables that?
Answer: STA makes decision based on the information from the backend (in interworking), instead of the AP local information. This mechanism is providing mechanism to help STA get such backend information.
Comment: Why the action frame is used instead of probe/response?
Answer: The probe/response method was proposed at earlier stage. During self evaluation, action frame is identified as a better choice.
Comment: This is only intent for the initial selection (in state 1)

Comment: How do we know it is secure?
Answer: It does not provide security. The information is sent in clear text.
Comment: Probe does not require a SSID. However, action frame needs a specific SSID. Therefore, it may not work.
Answer: The action frame could be used just for downlink response. The uplink request could be a probe request.
Motion 9: Network Selection Confirmation Vote

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-1014r3 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document

Moved by: Necati Canpolat
Seconded: Sabine Demel
Comment: There were suggestions for improvements during the presentation. In the proposed motion, we are not voting on what we are seeing. Would like to propose amendment to the motion. 
Motion to amend the Motion 9 text as following (with changes in italic bold): 

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-1014r2 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document

Moved by: Gunnar Nitsche

Second: Amjad Soomro
Result (for-against-abstain): 21-0-2

Motion passed
Motion 9: Network Selection Confirmation Vote

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-1014r2 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.
Moved by: Necati Canpolat

Seconded: Sabine Demel
Debates on the motion:

Simon: Would like to speak again the motion. Although the work is good, the text is not ready for the draft. 
Amjad: Lots of things in the proposal need correction and clarifications.  It is better to it work out (before include it in the draft).
Sabine: Would like to speak in favour of the motion. It is good to capture the work has been done so far. And the changes needed are minor.

Dave: Speak in favour of the motion. Changes could be made later.

Amjad: But it is not clear what changes would be made.
Dave: Approving the proposal will allow us to have a draft to work on.

Sabine: Draft without the network selection part would not be complete, and would make certain things incorrect (e.g. emergency Service)
Simon: It is always easier to work on contributions than on the draft. Getting things right outside the draft will be more beneficial.  

Result (for-against-abstain): 11-7-2

Motion failed 
Comment: The next proposal on MIH (Media Independent Handover) support has a lot of dependencies on the network selection procedures. It is not clear how the MIH could be included in the draft (without the network selection portion).

Stephen (Chair): It is up to the presenter to decide if a motion should be raised to approve the MIH proposal.

Comment: Emergency Service solution also depends on that. We would have a draft that is not complete.

Comment: Prefer a presentation to inform us of the contents. It is not necessary to have a vote.

4.19 Proposal for General Cluster MIH Support (06/1016r0) Necati Canpolat
Comment: Why TGu needs to consider IEEE802.21 functions (instead of doing it in TGr)?
Answer: This requirement has been justified in earlier TGu meetings.

Stephen (Chair): It is up to the company to propose solution to meet TGu (MIH Support) requirements. There is no official mandatory requirement on the support of IEEE802.21 in TGu as a project.
Comment: IEEE802.21 is about handover.  

Answer: This proposal is for providing the relevant information without association. 

Comment: If the STA is associated, does it need to do this?

Answer: Once it is associated, STA can use higher layer to do that. There is no need for IEEE802.11 to do anything special.
Comment: When the STA is associated, information still needs to go through IEEE802.11 MAC 

Answer: In state 3, MIH information could be transferred as data, and it is transparent to IEEE802.11 MAC.

Motion 10: MIH (media independent handover) confirmation vote:

Move that IEEE802.11u approves document 11-06-1016r0 and requests the technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Comment: Network selection is referred in section 7. If this proposal is accepted, would it make that portion in to draft automatically?

Stephen (Chair): We will have an incomplete draft. Editor will sort it out.

Moved by: Necati Canpolat

Seconded: Sabine Demel

Debates on the motion:

Amjad: Approving this will result in an incomplete draft. Would like to speak against the motion.
Sabine: It doesn't matter since we will have an incomplete draft anyway.
Farooq: All drafts are started from incomplete status.
Question is called without any objection.
Result (for-against-abstain): 12-5-5

Motion failed.

Motion 11: Move that IEEE802.11u requests a motion during the IEEE 802.11 WG closing plenary to approve document 11-06-1014r3 and 11-06-1016r1 which request the IEEE802.11u technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document.

Moved by: Sabine Demel

Seconded: Necati Canpolat
Amjad: Move to amend the motion as:

Motion to amend: Move that IEEE802.11u requests a motion during the IEEE 802.11 WG closing plenary to approve document 11-06-1014r3 and 11-06-1016r1 which request the IEEE802.11u technical editor to use it in the creation of the initial IEEE802.11u draft document, while noting that the motion to include the above document in the IEEE802.11u draft failed with result …
“Orders of the day” called.  Session has to adjourn since stop time is reached.

Meeting adjourned till September meeting.
Motion 11 is left open on the table, and it could be the first agenda item in September meeting. 
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