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Recorded Attendees

Stephen McCann  (Chair, TGu)

Eleanor Hepworth

Andrew McDonald

Cheng Hong

Sabine Demel

Mike Moreton 

Proceedings:

Chair opened the teleconference at 04:00 ET.

There were no objections to everyone being aware of IEEE –SA policies.

Update about IETF IAB liaison letter (11-05-0283r3)

Stephen (Chair): Contents settled quite well. Had reach some agreement with Ajay so that at Cairns meeting, the document will be submitted to both TGu, IEEE 802.11 WG and IEEE 802.21 for approval. 

No further comments for the liaison letter.

Terms and Definitons document update (11-05-0333r0)

Stephen is current responsible for the maintainence of the document.

Eleanor: Happy with the list of items provided by Mike in the mailing list. The names for those items need to be invented.

Mike reinterates the items listed:

Item 1:

“(1) I think we need the term for the entity which the user has a relationship (account?) with.”
Mike: “Service provider” is not good for the item 1 listed, since the “service” may refer to the user traffic.

Stephen: Do we need to define what “service” is?

Mike: Yes. We should have a generalized concept of giving a service to someone.

Action Point: To define the “service” in other words in the document.

Eleanor: Suggesting name for the first item be “Subscription Service Provider”.

Sabine: Could this be the same as the corresponding network?

Eleanor: It is not precluded. 

Sabine: There are situations that the user traffic passing through the corresponding network and ends at another network.

Eleanor: That is not in the original network definition. In this case, it is a intermediary network. 

Stephen: Is there any terms defined for TGi for the external network?

Mike: No. 

Stephen: We are introducing new terms to IEEE 802.11. This is also happening in TGs. In the end, we may also need to align with them.

Stephen: Do we have any decision about the “correspondent network”?

Eleanor: Come back to that later.

Items 2:

“2) I think we need a term for the entity which needs to authorise access to the local network.  In general this is different to the entity in (1) and will have to communicate with it in some manner.”

& Item 3:

“3) I think we need a term for an entity that is neither of the previous two, but serves as a trusted intermediary between the two for the purpose of authorising access to the local network.”

Mike: Item 3 is something between the Item 1 & 2

Sabine: Think this is the “intermediary network”. But, it may change in authentication and traffic context. 

Mike: We can have a term defined for it now, and delete it from the standards if we feel it is not needed.

Eleanor: Happy to have “intermediary nework” as the name for item 3.

Hong: Also feel “intermediary network” is proper for item 3.

Hong: Is the item 2 just the 802.11 AN?

Mike: This is only the authorization aspect. We will come back to this point when discussion about the later items.

Items 4 & 5:

“4) We need a term for the part of the network implemeting the technology that the user device uses for access.

5) We need a term for other parts of the network that use different technologies, but are under the same administrative domain as item (4).

“

Stephen: About the access network, we had a straw poll at the WIEN SG time. It is decided to call it “802.11 AN”. 

Stephen: Feel that “core network” may lead towards cellular network. The actual scope of TGu is much wider, covering other type of “external networks”.

Eleanor: May not need a term for item 5. We are not really into that one yet. AAA is the main thing to deal with.

Mike: Not sure about that.

Eleanor: If we have the scenario document, then, we may have better understanding of it.

Stephen: Suggest to note it down first.

Mike: There is not a clear distinction for the “core” and “access network”.

Sabine: Is there a change of protocol for the “core” network?

Mike: We are defining what the interface between the Access Network and the Core Network needs to be.

Eleanor: It depends on what we are trying to do.

Mike: We are not specifying a specific interface for a specific technology, e.g. UMTS. Instead, we are specifying a genral interface for external network, which could be for example UMTS.

Sabine: Is the “core network” also the “corresponding network”?

Mike: It could be intermediary network also. Could not tell the difference between them.

Items 6:

“6) We need terms to distinguish between applications (services?) that are tightly coupled, and those that are loosly coupled (because I think we have to consider the case where a single STA has a mixture of the two.)

“

Sabine: Is this out of scope of standards?

Mike: Depends on how you approach the solution.

Sabine: Feeling it is out of scope, since that is 3GPP’s control if to allow the traffic goes through.

Hong: The thing could be more than simple passing through or blocking. 

Sabine: The WLAN only needs to worry about the lower layer mechanism, e.g. policy control, QoS, etc. But the service is not in the scope of WLAN.

Mike: Service Provider may request WLAN to act accordingly for providing the service, which may require the WLAN to do, e.g., VLAN. 

Sabine: That is just different scenarios for traffic routing, and there is no need to worry about the actual service.

Eleanor: “Correspondent network” is the end of the user traffic. So for the tight coupled service, the “correspondent network” and the “Subscription service provider” network are the same. And for the loose coupled service, they are different. In Scenario document, we should depict scenarios in which the two are the same and different.

Mike: Is there a case you can have both at the same time?

Eleanor: Nothing prevents the user to have multiple “corresponding network”

Sabine: It is possible to have both serive simultaneously. 

Mike: Can there be a shortcut for that? If traffic goes to a third network via the home network, could it be allowed to go directly?

Eleanor: It depends on the home network policy.

Mike: We have the concept for this in the document. How to implement depends on the implementor.

Mike: Problem about the “correspondent network: is the “network” bit. There could be multiple nodes we are talking to. 

Stephen: May need some contents for the scenarios document to describe that.

Eleanor: How about “Correspondent Node”?

Hong: But CN may not equal to the “Corresponding Network”

Mike: Yes. CN relates to MIP. Actually, we could be talking to a proxy, and it is not the MIP enabled node. 

Mike: The “Core Network” could be the home network.

Eleanor: In 3GPP, “visited network” is same as “intermediary network”. But here, people feel it refers to the Access Network. It depends on the background of the people.

Stephen: We may not use those terms we defined now in the final standards, since they may be judged out of scope of IEEE 802.11 later.

Stephen: Will talk to IEEE 802.16g. Since they are also working on the cellular related issue, they may have some experience in this.

Sabine: From 3GPP point of view, WLAN is distinguished from 3G network. We should define a name for that entity terminates the user traffic.

*Action Point: Stephen will update the Terms and Defintion document and revisit it during next Teleconf.

Sabine: Regarding the diagram, should it be in the scenario document?

Stephen: Yes. We should move it to the scenario document when we produced it. 

Sabine: The term about roaming should be updated. There are two dimensions in it. One is for AAA and the other is for user traffic. Both should be covered.

Stephen: We could make that clearer in the document.

Assumptions, Scenarios and Scope document update (11-05-0092r0)

Sabine: The document is still of revision 0, since the new one is not yet uploaded.

Stephen: Not sure what will go into the document. From the discussion, the diagram from the Terms document, and the scenarios of the loose coupled service and tight coupled service should be included.

Eleanor: Suggest calling the entity end the user traffic “TOE” (The Other End)

Draft Requirements Document update (11-05-0279r2)

Stephen: Should be terms be define for the reference of the document?

Mike: Yes. Then we can avoid going back to the terms debates again and again.

Stephen: Will produce that document soon

Stephen: Should we include some requirements from IEEE 802.21?

Hong: Not sure about their requirements at this stage.

Stephen: Will have the requriements at the end of the day. May check with them later.

Stephen: Within TGu, there is still an open issue list. Do you think that the open issue be include into the requirement doc, and discuss from there?

Eleanor: Most points are already covered. Should check again if there is anything missing.

Stephen: The ARID issue is not yet included yet. Would like to encrouge relevant people to come up to participate and progress that into the requirement document.

Stephen: Plan to go through the document from previous meetings (including WIEN SG and WNG SC) in Cairns and extract requirements.

Sabine: some comments on item 6 of the requirement document. Feel it can be removed, since it is already covered in WiFi requirement.

Stephen: Prefer to have a note in both comments that they duplicate, and go through it again in Cairns officially

Sabine: Item 7, it represents what was presented two meeting ago.

Sabine: item 9, it is useful, since the network may not allow user to get more than it authorized. 

Mike: Does it mean the the AAA will be contacted for the authorization of the resources requested?

Sabine: If the Access Network doesn't store the info at authentication time, it may need to provide a method to do that for authorization.

Sabine: WiFi has some old approach. In 3GPP there are some goals for downloading user profile to the Access Network, e.g. extended user profile, about what the user can do. We should look at that from our side, and push to e.g. RADIUS support.

Mike: In TGi, there were some things needed to be done at IETF, LS (liaison) was created and stating those requremetns for IETF to create necessary support.

Stephen: there are four categaries of requirements in TGr/s. Soemthing maybe out of scope of TGu, but it may require other entities to do something. We should document that done.

Stephen: In cairns, we will issue LS to 3GPP/2, WiFi, etc by the end of theweek, and attach the copy of the document. We would ask them for comments..

Sabine: That is a good idea. Need to capture requirements from other standards.

Stephen: Yes. There were six volunteers to investigate other standards and feedback to the group. We will review that in Cairns.

Next Teleconference

4th May 2005 09:00 ET
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