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Proceedings:
Chair (Stephen McCann) opened the ad hoc session at 08:00 18th July 2005.
There were no objections to everyone being aware of IEEE –SA policies.

The session is in ad hoc mode, and minutes would be separated from the formal session minutes. No decision would be made during the ad hoc session.
Agenda review (05/0631r1)

Mike: Prefer to review the requirement document during the normal session. There are two submissions meant for discussion. They can be treated now.

Stephen (chair): OK. 
3GPP Extended (05/683r0) Mike Moreton
Stephen: It is mentioned that the no-roaming case is a simplification of the romaing case; does 3GPP look it in that way?

Sabine: They are kept separate in 3GPP specifications. But, agree with Mike that non-roaming is just a simplification of the roaming case.

Mike: Is the 11u Gateway the same as the 3GPP WAG? Is hte 11u network the same as the 3GPP visitied Network?
Sabine: Not the same. In our architecture, the roaming case is covered, since the SSPN doesn't hold the TOE. For us, the roaming case is totally hidden. Whereas, for 3GPP architecture, the WAG should be part of the 3GPP infrastrcture. 3GPP defines WAG since they could only trust their own devices.

Mike:  Why it is so?
Sabine: 3GPP can only specify their own devices

Mike: So, the visited network could be the hotspot operator.

Stephen: Although the WLAN AN is a black box, the UE is picked out as a separate device.

Sabine: UE has a 3GPP part, i.e. the 3GPP stack.
Mike: Afraid we are going into an architecture with too many gateways. If the WAG is there, can we put something into it? Is there anything left for the gateway to perform?
Stephen: We are doing something inside the AN, and it would be at different level. We speak in concern of what is in the AN.

Mike: We don't want to duplicate the things there.

Sabine: For 3GPP, the assumption is that AN should filter out traffic of non-3GPP users, so that only 3G user traffic can reach 3G network.

Mike: In 3GPP, they cannot work on the WLAN, but for us, we can provide more than that black box.

Sabine: If 802 can do the policy and local control, the WAG is optional.

Stephen: Would it be good for TGu to liaison to 3GPP, and tell them that we are working on this and in the future they may want to review the WAG.

Mike: We might want to wait to see some proposals before doing that.

Sabine: From 3G operator’s point of view, we cannot demand anything from the hotspot, and we need to have an interface to legacy devices.

Stephen (chair): do you want the diagram of slide 5 placed into the scenario document?
This needs to be decided during the TGu session.

Action Point: Come back to the diagram issue in formal TGu session.

Multiple Networks (05/667r1) Mike Moreton
Stephen: What is the DSM?

Mike: It is the media to create a DS. That is it what defined in .11 so far.

Stephen: What is the relationship in the digram for the DSM and 11f where you have inter-AP relationship?
Mike: 11f is a tool box for AP to talk to each other. But, no one really make use of it

Bob: shoudl talk to 11s and 11r about that.

Stephen: This diagram is going beyond the usual 11.

Mike: Trying to use the existing concept, not changing it. 

Stephen: Wa and Wn are 3GPP interface?

Mike: It is not meant to be specific to 3GPP.  

Sabine: the AS, does it have other tasks, e.g. charging?

Mike: That is not in 11i concept. In what we want to do, maybe yes.

Sabine: We have a requirement on charging. We may need it.

Stephen: If you have the subcription with a mobile operator, is it that they want all your traffic goes their network?

Mike: Yes. But, there are different cases.
Stphen: How would a mobile operator feel abot you use skype, which can connects through Internet directly? 

Mike: It is a policy issue, and could be web browsing.

Cheng: In current 3GPP specification, both direct Internet access and via operators’ network need to be supported.

Cheng: There are also cases of multiple SSPN access related to this
Mike: Yes. That is covered in the next slides.

Stephen: Is this covered by our requirements?

Mike: I think yes.

Mike: Where there are multiple SSPNs allowing you to access the Internet, which one do you use?

Stephen: What do you mean by frame? Is it ethernet or session?

Mike: It is L2.

Sabine: Usually one operator is not interested in giving services to other operators' user. But this context is seems duplicating what 3GPP did. 

Stephen: when we talking about the subscription, it is sounds like L4 or L3. But it is talking about L2 here. Trying to figure out the scope.

Mike: L3 is one way doing things, but for our organization, we are looking at how to do things at L2. It doesn't preclude doing it at L3, but there are discussions of doing it at L2.
Stephen: Concern is that the TGu was proposing an amendment, but suddenly we are talking about the context, which may not be in the amendment scope.

Mike: TGs and TGr are also talking about that.

Sabine: We shoudl not talke about different subscriptions. In 3GPP they did not specify what kind of connections is there from AN to the 3G. If there is some thing at L2 that could provide more opportunity for 3G, it would be good.

Stephen: Is 3GPP going to readdress the interworking if 11 provide a more powerful solution?
Sabine: 3GPP is working at L3. This is transparatent to them
Sabine: When mentioning about Ww interface, the 3G only says that standard 11 is done. They don't talk about the details. 

Stephen: What would 802.1 think about this?

Mike: Depeneds on what is proposed. Could also pass it to the wireless arch group. But we are moving away from that we are doing just AP and between AP and MT. 

Stephen: We are driven by the market.

Mike: There is a submission to WNG regarding the 11 scope. Something has to be done in 11, since no one else could do it.

Stephen: What is the relationship with the AP functionality group?

Mike: Nothing in 11ma changes this. In APF, the target is trying to not disallow different interpretations. 

Stephen: Would like to have some discussion about this, since MAC address anonymity is a requirement.

Mike: To make people aware of the original of the requirements.

Stephen: Will come back to this in the formal TGu session

Sabine: Is the frame context a requireemnt or solution? It is enforcing some flavor of doing things.

Mike: The actual requirement is be able to access multiple networks. This is saying to achieve that by doing frame context

Downselection procedures (05/618r1) Stephen McCann
Mike: Don't belive the requirements are important in the down selection. Requirements are on the proposals. When we get the proposals, the functioning requirements draft is not necessary.

Cheng: Some requirements may be related from different clusters.

Stephen: We can vote on clusters.
Cheng: For the last cluster, there is no relationship between the requirements.

Comment: Maybe in the step 10 or 11, we can decide if we can vote on the Misc cluster.

Stephen: Will come back to this towards the end of the week.

Comment: Maybe come up with solutions conflicting with each other.  In step 10, then, how would we combine them?

Stephen: We want to have people come with proposals for everything.
Comment: When going throught the formal proposals, if there is no soluton approved, then people will go to merge. Not sure approving the proposals will speed up the merging.

Stephen: Does it mean we should just get 5 or 6 partial proposals and we start from there?
Stephen: However, this procedure allows a situation that there is no proposal for a cluster (a hole in this). Also, it is concerned that we may have a lot of partial proposals and become hard to process.
Comment: Formal combining things needs to happen out side of the meeting. 

Stephen: In Tgu, it is different that there are different areas of problems.

Mike: We can wait to see the proposals.

Stephen: Should we go for formal proposals or informal proposals?
Comment: Is this discouraging people from proposing intergation of multiple clusters?
Stephen: No.
Mike: Concern is that some groups have rules for the proposals. For us, we need to be flexible internally.

Stephen: Currently, don't aware anyone that would like to do a full proposal (for all the requirements) The concern is that if we ask for full proposals, there may be none.

Stephen (chair): will come to this by the end of the week.

Timeline Discussion (05/049r2) Stephen McCann
Sabine: Regarding comments to the L2 issues, there is also somthing 3GPP might be interested.
Stephen: So, wondering if a separate liaison letter to 3GPP is possible.

Sabine: Have we decided to include the thoughts in the requirements?

Mike: It just raises the questions, not feeling it is necessary to write down anything now.

Sabine: Feel maybe it is related to the solutions. we can send to 3GPP to ask for comments.
Mike: Would like to think abt it more.

Sabine: Don't think is good to issue CFP before we get any feed back from external bodies.

Mike: Question is if we can get a response quick enough.

Stephen: Will come back to that later this week.
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