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Executive Summary:

Documents discussed:

1. Agenda of the TGu session (04/1617r2)

2. Last meeting minutes (04/1523r1)

3. Report of last WIEN session (04/1514r0)

4. Incoming document review request from IETF

5. Proposed TGu Process (04/1584r1)

6. Terminology for TGu (05/0028r0)

7. Interworking scenarios and assumptions (04/1631r0)

8. Scenarios and Requirements (05/0029r0)

9. Network Characteristics (04/1595r0)

10. Open issue review (04/1617r2)

11. Proposed timeline for TGu (05/0049r0)

12. Functional Requirement Draft template (04/1583r0)

13. Terms and definition document template (04/1619r0)

14. Comments to IEEE802.21 requirement draft (05/0093r0)

- Hong Cheng is elected as the secretary

- A two hour joint session with IEEE 802.21 

- Two Teleconferences approved around the end of Feb 2005 for requirement document drafting

1. Tuesday Afternoon Session: (18th Jan 2005, 16:00 – 18:00)

Chair: Stephen McCann

Secretary: Hong Cheng 

1.1 Meeting called to order by the chair at 16:00

Attendance 

1.2 
Review of the IEEE 802 and 802.11 policies & procedures (04/1617r2)

Chair went through the policies and procedures. The chair went through the patent ruling from PatCom.

1.3 
Approval of the last meeting minutes (04/1523r1)


The minutes of the November 2004 were approved with unanimous consent

1.4
Approval of Agenda (04/1617r2)


The agenda was approved with unanimous consent

1.5
Election of Secretary


One nomination received by the chair for the position. 


Hong Cheng is accepted by the group with acclamation.

1.6
Technical Editor Nomination

This is for the document to be produced in the meeting week, and for the materials to be prepared for the IEEE 802.21 joint session discussion.  Volunteer is encouraged to see the chair offline.

1.7
Review of last WIEN SG session (04/1514r0)


Chair went through the report for last WIEN SG session

1.8
Liaison Issues

1.8.1
Incoming LS: Internet Architecture Board 

One draft from IETF IAB: http://www.drizzle.com/~aboba/IAB/draft-iab-link-indications-01.txt   requires a review from IEEE 802.11. It has been decided that this will be handled by TGu. Response is expected to be drafted out by the end of March meeting.  Members are invited to review the draft and sent the comments to the chair or the TGu mailing list.

1.8.2
Outgoing LS:


Liaison officer issue:

Liaison Officer has to be a voting member and needs to attend both meetings. Currently TGu is seeking to liaison with 3GPP/2 and a few other groups that may have connections to WLAN. Volunteers are encouraged to contact the chair.

1.9
TGu Process (04/1584r1) Stephen McCann (chair)

A timeline proposal is required by the WG chair.  Stephen (Chair of TGu) presented some preliminary slides on the procedures.


Q: The timeline also depends on how the external network bodies respond to our inquiries.

A: Need also to identify which external groups are in scope and which are not.  Timeline is not entirely dependent on other groups, as TGu can do some of the work itself.


Q: Could we work on some issues while waiting for the answer?

A: In TGu, we need to finish requirements before the CFP (Call for Proposals).  However, we are in different situation since we also have a dependency on external entities.


Q: How important is other group's response? We have a deadline to meet.

A: Yes.  Regarding IEEE 802.21 we will discuss this issue on Thursday in the proposed TGu/IEEE 802.21 joint session.  According to the timeline, we may go faster than them due to our narrower PAR/scope. It needs to be discussed with them.

The requirement draft is just the start of the process, and it is not expected to see a finished draft this week.


Q: How about a call for intent?


A: Is that different from a CFP?


Q: In TGr, after the CFP, people will submit intent for presentation


A: Will talk to Clint (chair of TGr) for the procedures.


Q: The time line is too optimistic.


A: Yes. It needs revision.


Q: Will this be approved by the group before sent to WG chair?

A: Yes. But since it is our first meeting, it is not going to be an accurate plan.

Will come back to the timeline later with a separate set of slides at night session.


Q: TGk went through their internal mini letter ballot, should this group also do the same.

A: We don't really have a single problem with a single solution.  We need to discuss how to handle multiple issues. And that may affect the timeline.

Q: TGr accepts several proposals. How about this group? This problem needs to be defined in the down selection

A: No idea of the down selection will be at the moment.  But the requirements draft is required by the initial part of the standardization procedure.  In the selection criteria document we may accept all partial proposals and work out a solution.

The chair asked for a "editor/coordinator" for each of the four documents.


Q: In the timeline, there are only two documents (requirements and criteria).


A: Yes. Need to add them in. But not sure if people want scenario document


Q: Should have a scenario document before the requirement document, so that we could derive requirements from it.


Q: It would be useful to sort out what is the problem we/other groups want to tackle


A: Hopefully work on that on Thursday.


Q: Next meeting,  will we have all presented?


A: Yes. Plan to.

C: the terminology document may not need to be in the timeline, but the other three should go into it.


Q: When did the ADS SG (Advanced Security Study Group) mention the problem of secure portal page?


A: In November 2004.  Will check it out.  Also about MAC address anonymity 

Action: Stephen (chair) talks to the other groups’ chairs and arrange future joint sessions

Q: Probably interworking with another type of network will be done by IEEE 802.1D

A: Need to talk to IEEE 802.1, since they are the architecture group for IEEE 802. Will probably do that in the March, Atlanta meeting. May also arrange future joint sessions with them.

Q: Interworking with some groups on the external networks list, e.g. IEEE 1394, may not be the intent of the group.  It is dangerous to include them now, since it may make the TGu solution expensive. And the changes required may affect other functions.


A: IEEE 802.11u will be generic for any external network, it will not do changes for a specific technology


Q: Have you been in contact with UMA? What is their view on WLAN interworking?


A: Not in contact.


Q: The UMA are access independent. 


A: Therefore, it is out of scope. (since no specific requirements on WLAN)


Q : ITU-T FGNGN (focus group on next generation networks) maybe in scope.

Action: Yogesh to give a short presentation next time on this group. 


A: Do they have any relationship with IEEE 802.21?


A: No.


Q: Should IETF be on the list?

A: Does IETF directly influence IEEE 802.11? Or do they have any requirements from them to change any standards? Will put them on the external networks list, but not sure what they have.

Q: UMA has already finished work, and the results go to 3GPP GERAN. Although meant to be access independent, but implementations may related to specific technology.  Maybe we need to explore that.  Perhaps we could remove UMA from the list and add 3GPP GERAN.


Q: GERAN is not the right group. It only deals with GSM access. So, list 3GPP should be better.


A: Need to identify if they have any requirements to change IEEE 802.11.

Q: Generally speaking, those (3GPP, UMA) are generic, not have specific requirements on WLAN/IEEE 802.11 but we could optimize something there.


A: Yes. We could analyze the black box they defined, and figure out how that could be implemented.


Q: Packet cable they have some thing on the mapping of to the TGe, they are in scope?


Q: Do we have people to cover these items, and come back with a report on their requirements?

Actions : Stefano Faccin will cover 3GPP2

                Eleanor Hepworth will cover WiFi Alliance

                Yogesh Bhatt, ITU, packet cable

                Andrew Myers will cover TiSPAN

                Sabine Demel will cover 3GPP.


Q: Are these liaisons?


A: No, These are only individual submissions at this stage.  If needed could create official liaisons at a later stage.


Q: Which documents will be worked from now to March?

A: Initially the scenario document, then the requirements document.  The terms and definitions will also be worked on as a background activity.

1.10
 Definition and Terminology (05/0028r0) Eleanor Hepworth


Q: WLAN Access Network is the terminology used by 3GPP.


A: not sure if that is acceptable by IEEE 802.11.


Q: The “?” could be an operator, it may not be the DS.


A: Should that be also called service provider?


Q: Only thing we care about is that the entity provides L3 address and transport.


A: Not sure about that.


Q: WiFi Alliance completed a draft, and it has some terminology. Could we re-use that?


A: Is that the public access document? Yes, if it is publicly available.


Q: The new terms do not need to go into the IEEE 802.11 standard, it depends on the amendment document to the to IEEE 802.11 standard.


Q: Will there be AAA infrastructure in WLAN?


A: Yes. But, not sure if that should be defined.  It is out of scope.


A: Need to talk to APF (Access Point Functionality) study group to find out the terminology to use.


Q: In 3GPP there is some initiative to standardize the terms


A: Who will do that? Probably BT.


Chair: should we define the “?” now?


Q: whether the control plane goes through “?”


A: In a IP based world, probably will have a AAA proxy in the “?”


Q: Does “?” include part of the AP?


A: TGr draw it that way, since the AP will goes to the DS


Q: Is the “?” the network giving the radio access?

Straw poll: Name for the "?" in the diagram



WLAN AN



IEEE 802.11 AN



Logical Layer 2



Hotspot

Result: 4-15-0-0

Hence the name “IEEE 802.11 Access Network” was chosen.

The meeting recessed for the dinner

2. Tuesday Evening Session (18th Jan 2005, 19:30 – 21:30)

Meeting is called to order at 19:35.

2.11
Interworking scenarios and assumptions (04/1631r0) Hong Cheng


Q: Are there multiple paths between WLAN and home network


A: Yes. Especially, for a network sharing case.


Q: Slide 4, policy control, it could be enforced also at other places. How it relates to IEEE 802.11u?

A: Yes could do it for example in access network gateway. But how relate traffic with user identity falls into the IEEE 802.11u scope. It relates to MAC of STA, or AAA outcome, etc.


Q: Or could relate to IP address.


A: Depends if IP address is a reliable identity of STA. What if a STA just spoofed it.


Stephen (chair): Can some of this go into the scenario document


A: Consider as one of the scenarios to be addressed by this TG.

Action: Put detail into the scenarios document, as one scenario – Hong Cheng

2.12
Requirements for Network Selection (05/0029r0)

Q: Is it in the assumptions that network selection has to be done at layer 2?


A: Yes. When STA enters a network, it needs to select the network, when it has no layer 3

Q: Could be done by using a VLAN (Virtual LAN) open to everyone to achieve that. Not attractive to provide layer 3 info at layer 2


A: Are there bandwidth concerns... Q: No..

A: Not looking at huge info at layer 2, just some small hints that help user to do the selection. There are some presentations from the SG stage addressing the issue of when and how to provide this info.

Q: Not sure if the information transported is fully out of scope.


A: Possibly, need to go to IEEE 802.21 to point out and fill in what it is.  Will have this in the agenda joint session on Thursday.


Q: Security issue may not be in scope for TGu.

A: It is possible not to have detail requirements at this stage. Some requirements may be discarded after we seen the actual proposals.


Chair: Security is not in the scope of IEEE 802.11u, any issue will needs to be passed to ADS SG (Advanced Security Study Group :TGw).


Q: Is this group not allowed to address security?


Chair: no. 

Q: Then this group should consider security, like some other issues which are not explicitly spelled out.

2.13
Network Characteristics (04/1595r0) Rohan Mahy

Chair: Would like to see some requirements derived from here to be discussed in the requirement drafting session.

2.14 
Open issue review (04/1617r2) Stephen McCann (chair)


Q: have you looked at the WiFi Alliance co-existence?


A: Yes. We are aware of that, We will go through that to see if there are any requirements


Q: There is a certification program for that going on?


A: Yes. Then it may be out of scope, since it is already taken care of by WiFi Alliance. Need to check this out.


Q: ADS changed it name to PMF group (Protected Management Frames)


Q : Is the policy issue stated somewhere?

A: It is raised at the study group stage.  A few questions were raised then, e.g. do we correlate authorization information with the traffic, e.g. TGe.


Q: Public Access group in WiFi also covers the charging issue.


A: Will look into that.

2.16
 Timelines for TGu (05/0049r0) Stephen McCann (chair)

Q: what do you mean by preliminary presentation? Is that solutions?


A: Yes. 


Q: Could that be changed to "preliminary" proposals


Q: Yes, but don't think we can finish all the document in March. Too optimistic

Motion: ask for unanimous consent approval of the document


Result: Approved.

Recess until Thursday morning.

3.
Thursday Morning Session: (20th Jan 2005, 08:00 – 10:00)

Meeting call to order by the chair at 08:00

3.17
Audio conference issues

The chair proposes to have teleconferences towards end of February 2005 for drafting the requirements document and to bring different specifications from different standards for discussion.

Straw poll: Does TGu think it is a good idea to have a teleconference about the end of Feb 2005 for requirements drafting?

Q: It is only once?

A: depends on the group's opinion.

Q: Suggests to remove "a" and add "s" after "teleconference"

A: OK.

Straw poll: Does TGu think it is a good idea to have teleconferences about the end of Feb 2005 for requirements drafting?

Result: 11-0-3

Straw poll: What is the time zone your working hours fall into

US time zone


European time zone


South east Asia

Result: 3-3-2

Draft motion: Move to approve a TGu audio teleconference on 16th February 2005 at 09:00 EST, with the objective of further requirements drafting

Q: Will we have another teleconference in Feb? Do we need another motion to do that?

A: Yes.

Straw poll: Do you need another teleconference after this?

Result: 5-0

Motion:

Move to approve TGu audio teleconference on 16th February 2005 at 09:00 EST and 2nd March 2005 09:00 EST, with the objective of further requirements drafting

Moved: Stephen McCann

Seconded: Hong Cheng

Result: 9-0-0 (for-against-abstain)

3.18
Functional requirement draft template: (04/1583r0) Stephen McCann (chair)

Q: Are there any liaisons with other standardization organizations (SDOs) ?

A: Not yet. Will bring that out in the chair's meeting, and will outcome will be reported in TGu report

Q: If we want to send the LS, how should we draft that?.

A: Could draft some text, and approve that in the teleconference, and ask approval from WG in the Atlanta meeting. Expect to see some technical contents in the liaison. Not expecting to do it this morning.

Q: How about requirements that fall into other SDO's scope and may come back again depending on their outcome?

A: To be in the "To be determined" list.

Q: Will work on the scenario document first.

A: Yes

3.19
Terms and definition document (04/1619r0) Stephen McCann (chair)

Q: Are these in the document or just examples?

A: This is just a start. In the end, it needs some voting to get anything into the draft

The group goes to Ad Hoc mode for the editing of the scenario documents and will continue with joint session with .21 at 10:30. The draft scenario document is named: 11-05-0092-00-TGu-scenarios with Eleanor Hepworth as the temporary editor. 
4.
Thursday Morning Session: (20th Jan 2005, 10:30 – 12:30) Joint session with IEEE 802.21

4.20 
Brief summary of IEEE 802.11u scope

Straw poll: How many TGu members in the room?

Result: 8

Straw poll: Members only goes to TGu?

Result: 1

Stephen McCann (TGu chair) went through the IEEE 802.11u PAR (04/506r11)

It will be uploaded to IEEE 802.21 server as: 21-05-0224, and the 5 Criteria document is updated as: 21-05-0225 

Stephen provide some opinion on the difference between IEEE 802.11u and IEEE 802.21

- IEEE 802.11u looking only into L2 issues (MAC)

- IEEE 802.11u looking into something that IEEE 802.21 may not be looking into e.g. xDSL, firewire (IEEE 1394)

- IEEE 802.11u only looking at single mode IEEE 802.11 STA (not assuming any other interface)

Q: What part of IEEE 802.21 you are required?

A: This is the thing to be discussed out in the joint session/and it is the main purpose

Q: You mentioned about ATM as backhaul, are you considering user moving from one domain to another domain

A: Not decided.  Also need to talk to TGr.  Now gathering requirements, and decide if it is in scope.

A: TGu will not touch mobility, but if mobility solutions, e.g. IEEE 802.21 have requirements on MAC, we will look into that.

Q: Will 11u consider BSS DS, ESS transition?

A: Not considered yet.

4.21
Stephen provided a review of IEEE 802.21's requirement draft (11-05-0093-00-000u-comments-ieee-802-21-requirements-document)

S: what does the across ESS mean? It is a IEEE 802.11 specific issue.

Ajay (IEEE 802.21 chair): It came out when TGr is formed.

Comments: The ESS has a clear definition. Only the implementation may have different interpretations.

This will be listed into the open issue list in TGu,

Will try to present the outcome of IEEE 802.11 APF group to IEEE 802.21 in the future.

S: TGr is not looking into IEEE 802.11 to cellular. If there is any change required from cellular to the MAC (Medium Access Control – layer 2), it is TGu that has to deal with it.

Ajay: That requirement could also be passed to IEEE 802.21 to address (since it may also requires on others)

S: Does services continuity have requirements on MAC?

Ajay: Not sure now, need to wait a meeting or two.

Comments: It could be relevant for the MIH frames transport over IEEE 802.11.  Management frame, data frame, and priority?

Comments: Suggest not for IEEE 802.11 to do special, but for IEEE 802.21 to make use of IEEE 802.1p.

Q: Will IEEE 802.11u be acting as IEEE 802.11 expert’s role for reviewing IEEE 802.21 issues related to IEEE 802.11?

Stephen: Will include this to the open issue list

Stephen: section 3.2 is out of scope:

Q: Is that going to be addressed somewhere in IEEE 802.11?

Stephen: Maybe by IEEE 802.1p/q or IEEE 802.11e

Q:: The QoS mapping, should it be communicated to IEEE 802.11e?

S: section 3.3 is in scope. Need to discuss further and find out what does that mean.

Comment: It is better for IEEE 802.21 to produce IEEE 802.1p priorities, as it is media independent.

Q: network selection happens before obtaining access to the network.

Stephen: Yes. If it is done before the session is connected, it is IEEE 802.11u, otherwise IEEE 802..21.

Q: how to go forward?

Stephen: The question is that will the IEEE 802.21 solution impact the IEEE 802.11 MAC layer?

Q: Who will drive it?

S: when IEEE 802.21 down selects to a single proposal, maybe things will be clearer on the requirements.

Q: also needs to be clear of the consequence of choosing a proposal.

Q: will IEEE 802.11u be the channel for IEEE 802.21 to contribute to IEEE 802.11r?

Comment: It is in their PAR's scope and after their down selection, they will be more open.

Stephen: Who will analyze the impact of IEEE 802.21 on the IEEE 802.11 MAC?

Ajay: In CFP (Call for Proposals), we have asked proposers to give their view on the impact.

Q: Will IEEE 802.21 liaise (LS) with IEEE 802.11v?

Ajay: In principle will, need to figure out the process. Will need to have LS at WG level.

David Hunter is currently the LS officer with IEEE 802.11.

Q: How flexible is for the TGu to make changes to the MAC (suppose it is not compliant)

Stephen: If IEEE 802.21 has a specific item, it will needs to go through the normal IEEE 802.11 standardization process

Q: Will these requests to be put into a single document? How would IEEE 802.11u like that to be done? 

Comment: If the interface from IEEE 802.21 is well defined, it should be implemented by different groups

S: But IEEE 802.21 needs to define that requirement formally.

4.22
Stephen presented the timeline document (05/0049r0) Stephen McCann

Q: in IEEE 802.16 there is buffering when a radio goes away, not sure if IEEE 802.11 is going to address that? and where?

Stephen: TGu only looks at single mode terminals. Not looking into that now.

Comment: There is power save/sleep mode in IEEE 802.11, data will be buffered at AP (Access Point). STA can do scanning during that time.

Q: how about IEEE 802.11a, b, g considered multiple mode

Stephen: it is considered as single mode

Q: will IEEE 802.11a to b, to g, considered

Comment: No matter if IEEE 802.11a or b or g is used, it is PHY layer issue

Q: Compatibility issue considered? e.g. how to indicate it is interworking capable.

Stephen: to be address in network discovered. Also need to have fall back compatibility support

A: How often we should do this? or joint meetings? Would like to have it every face to face meeting?

Stow Poll: Should we meeting again in Atlanta?

Comment: We can only have interactions only we have concrete solution in the group.

Result:

23-0-17

May have a shorter session next time depends on the items. Perhaps just an one hour update session.

Meeting adjourned until the March meeting
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