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Executive Summary:

Documents discussed:

1. Latest Draft Requirement Document 05/822r3
2. Motions regarding requirements and results 05/643r4
3. Generic liaison letter to external groups 05/960r1
4. Response to 3GPP E911 liaison letter 05/988r0

5. Updated timeline document 05/049r4
6. TGr Requirements 05/866r1
7. QoS in WLAN interworking 05/721r0
8. Discussion on TGu requirements from 802.21 05/897r0
9. Redefining SSID 05/971r0
10. Network Selection 05/870r0 & 05/1006r0
11. Service Access Context 05/898r1
12. MIS Protocol 05/859r0
13. 802.11u Proposal 05/850r4
12 motions were raised during the sessions.  Two liaison letters were discussed and approved.

Chair: Stephen McCann
Secretary: Hong Cheng

1. Monday Morning Session: (19th September 2005, 1030 - 1230)

1.1 Meeting called to order by the chair at 10:30
1.2 
Review of the IEEE 802 and IEEE 802.11 policies & procedures (05/890r1)

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

1.3 
Approval of the July 2005 minutes (05/817r1)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent

1.4
Approval of Agenda (05/890r1)

-Comment: The MIS presentation title is “MIS Protocol”. The document number is 05/859. Will update the document and upload it later.
-Comment: The 3GPP item should be removed since it is already covered under another agenda item.

- Comment: The document number for the “Service Access Contexts” is 05/898r0.
- Comment: The document number for TGr requirement is 05/866r1.

The agenda is updated to 05/890r2, and is approved by unanimous consent.

1.5 Approval of July 2005 Ad Hoc Session Minutes (05/818r0)

The minutes are approved by unanimous consent.
1.6
Review of July 2005 TGu session (05/797r0)


Chair went through the closing report for last TGu session.
1. 7
Approval of Teleconference Minutes

1.7.1
First Teleconference minutes in August (05/837r0)



The minutes were approved by unanimous consent.

1.7.2
Second Teleconference minutes in August (05/851r0)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent.

1.8 TGr Requirement (05/866r1), Mike Montemurro 
- Comment: TGu is not dealing with mobility.

- Chair: One of our outstanding requirements is to looking into an identifier to advertise either Layer 2 or Layer 3 handovers, e.g. router, accessibility. This is for mobility. It is in TGu since at this time, only TGu can provide this kind of capability. So, although we are not a group dealing with mobility, we may work on this requirement.

- Comment: It is an outstanding requirement. We haven’t decided on its category yet.

- Chair: Yes
- Comment: Is this for the terminal based handover?

- Comment: Yes. This is to be advertised by the AP when the AP can be connected. The handover is terminal driven.

- Comment: It is good to also look at the network driven handover.

- Comment: Network initiated handover is more for the cellular world. In IEEE 802.11, it is more user-driven. So, some techniques may not apply.

- Comment: Some procedures could still be reused.

- Comment: Has this presentation been made to IEEE 802.21? Is there any comment from them?

- Chair: We will see that on Wednesday.

- Comment: TGr is about BSS transition (within an ESS). It is different from IEEE 802.21.

- Comment: In TGr, we are relying on TGk to provide information about where to roam.

- Comment: Is this information (of domain) static or dynamic?

- Comment: It is static to be advertised by the APs.

- Comment: Who assigns the value? Operators?

- Comment: This is not yet discussed in TGr. Could bring that up in TGr sessions.

- Comment: Is that a management configuration or a protocol thing?

- Comment: It is to be controlled in the management.

- Comment: Is it provisioned by the operator?

- Comment: Not yet decided how the value is assigned. Now, it is about providing the mechanism to support it. Intension is to provide a compact way to advertise the information than using the beacon. 

- Comment: Is this like the SSID?

- Comment: SSID is not reliable. This is to indicate that the APs are reachable over the DS.

- Comment: When APs has the same SSID, does it mean they are in the same domain?

- Comment: No. If there are routers involved, they are not in the same mobility domain.

- Comment: Are the BSS within the mobility domain reachable over the DS?

- Comment: Yes. That is according to the TGr draft. 
Move to the outstanding requirements of the d16M2 in 05/279r16

· Chair: Is requirement d16M2 covered by what is presented? If yes, we can handover it to TGr. We will come back to this issue later when discussing the requirements documents.

1.9 QoS in WLAN Interworking (05/721r0) Hong Cheng
- Comment: The control plane aspect is covered by the authorization information related requirements.

- Comment: There are some mapping works in IEEE 802.1. Some issue raised could be brought to the Wireless Architecture group.

- Comment: Some aspects, e.g. the TSPEC, specific mapping is not general for the whole IEEE 802.

- Comment: What do we need to do with the DS QoS other than what IEEE 802.11e has specified?

- Comment: It is the interface with the question mark that may be needed for the control information exchange.
- Comment: 3GPP has discussed about this, and IETF has a mapping scheme also. But, IEEE 802.1 is not satisfied with these mappings, and now in discussion with those groups.

- Comment: The mapping does not need to go through the IP layer.

1.10 Discussion on TGu requirements from 802.21 (05/897r0) Wolfgang Groeting

- Comment: Requirement R1E1 is talking about enrolment, not authentication.

- Comment: The enrolment defined in TGu may be different from what IEEE 802.21 is talking.

- Comment: About the interworking service advertisement, is IEEE 802.21 going to define all the services? For TGu, there is an important point about the level of interworking. It is not listed here.

- Comment: In IEEE 802.21, it is still under discussion.

- Comment: That information is important to the interworking with 3GPP.

- Comment: When IEEE 802.21 goes to the solution space, will there be divergence in the two groups, e.g. the cost advertisement?
- Comment: There might be more discussion in IEEE 802.21, and more details will be defined.

- Comment: How about layering. Would this be placed in beacon or higher layer, e.g. Information Service (IS) in IEEE 802.21.

- Chair: In TGu, we haven’t approved any IEEE 802.21 related requirements yet. The link cost, it is just a Boolean value. But we have decided on that yet. In TGu, we are trying to it simply. There is a possibility that the two groups may diverge.

- Comment: We are limited to Layer 2 by our scope. So, we have to solve it within Layer 2.

- Chair: We expect some debates between TGu and IEEE 802.21 to make sure that the solutions would not conflict.

- Comment: Procedurally, how is that done?

- Chair: We haven’t formally approved the IEEE 802.21 related requirements yet. In IEEE 802.21, requirements related to different layer 2 media will be defined. Those will be approved by IEEE 802.21 WG. Delegates from IEEE 802.21 will then bring that to TGu. We will wait to see what they have. Another choice is that we approved what we think is required by IEEE 802.21, and check it later when IEEE 802.21 requirements come. So far, we are thinking of postpone the IEEE 802.21 related requirements for later this week.

- Comment: When a comment is scope, someone is expected to bring in a proposal. Even though something is in scope, we don’t have to do that here. For example, if some other group is working on it, we can pass to them. 
- Comment: Some IEEE 802.21 requirements expect information elements passed out from IEEE 802.11. We can keep all the requirements in, and see if they are done there.

- Comment: Any document at this point of time is not binding to the TGu. The task group can change them later.

- Comment: Are there any information elements that are not covered?

- Chair: Seems that the IEEE 802.21 is defining a super set, and TGu will provide a subset with regarding to the IEEE 802.11.

1.11 Requirement discussion (05/279r16, 05/643r3)

- Comment: Document 05/822 contains all the accepted requirements.

- Comment: The notes in 05/822 have been added to explain the requirements in more details. They are not part of the approved requirements.

1.11.1 Discussion of Requirement d16S2.

Suggested motion text: 

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Define how the Authorization Information (defined in R1S1) will be used by the 802.11 AN.

- Comment: Wondering if this should be saying “enforced by the MAC”.
- Comment: Are we talking about specific services that are run by the user after authentication?

- Comment: This is just an information blob coming back from the SSPN that tells what the AN should provide to the user.

- Comment: Once get authenticated, the user can run different services, e.g. VoIP, web browsing, etc. Do we need to do this for each of the services, or just the access?

- Comment: It is about the access control, e.g. QoS level. It is about the actual higher layer service types.

- Chair: We need some clarification for that.
- Comment: Is that the authorization for the access or the higher layer service?

- Comment: It is the MAC service authorization, e.g. the user is allowed to use the (IEEE 802.11e) AC3 service.

- Comment: Is that also about the security level, etc.

- Comment: This information comes down at the end of authentication. It is too late to decide on the type security level then.

- Comment: We cannot clarify it in this motion, since it is referring to the requirement R1S1. We can expand the notes in R1S1 to clarify that.
Some modifications to the motion text were suggested.

- Comment: Requirement S2 needs to be same as R1S1. It needs to reopen requirement R1S1. Suggest putting that at the end of agenda.
- Chair: Will do that later this afternoon.
2. Monday Afternoon Session (19th September 2005, 1330 - 1530)

Meeting called to order at 13:30.

2.11
- Requirement discussion continued (05/279r16, 05/643r3)
2.11.1 Discussion of REQ d16S2
Modification to the suggested motion text discussed.

Motion 1: 
Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Define how the information defined in R1S1 will be used.

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Sabine Demel

Result (for/against/abstain): 8-0-3
Motion passed

2.11.2 Discussion of REQ d16S3
Suggested motion text on REQ d16S3: 

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Optional”.

- Define functionality by which the Authorization Information described in REQ d15S1 can be modified by the SSPN. 

- Comment: It should be out of scope. It is about the behavior of the AAA server. If it is about the changes to the MAC, it is already covered in requirement S2.
- Comment: It should be mandatory. It is the SSPN’s right to change the enforcement of the service to users in the Access Network.

- Chair: That is in the TGu scope.

- Comment: We should support that if we supports requirement R1S1.

- Comment: Same wordsmithing should be done here. This is to modify it during the same session.

- Comment: To the MAC, it is the same whether it is to start a new session or to change it.

- Comment: For example, if MIB is used to meet requirement of R1S1, we then need to say that it needs to be able to be changed during a session.

- Comment: Agree with that. We should say that “to be changed during the same session”.

- Comment: What will the scenario be? E.g. for Online Charging, the AAA changes the user level, the MAC will just treat it as a new session.

- Comment: Maybe need a note in the requirement stating that a scenario should accompany the proposed solution.
- Comment: That is possible.

- Comment: For example, when the MIB is used, the MAC may not consult the MIB during an active session. Therefore, this requirement is basically saying that MAC needs to be able to verify against the MIB parameters during a session.

- Comment: Some notes about this are needed. 

Motion 2: Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Optional”.

 Define functionality by which the information defined in R1S1 can be modified (by the SSPN). 

Proposed: Sabine Demel

Seconded: Mike Moreton

Result (for/against/abstain): 6-0-4
Motion passed

2.11.3 Discussion of REQ d16S4

Suggested motion text:
Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”, and forward it to TGv for their consideration.

- Make accessible accounting information for transfer to the SSPN.  This shall include information about accepted TSPECs, their duration, and about actual traffic flows.

- Comment: If it is accounting, it is out of scope.

- Comment: It is in scope, since it is needed for interworking. External operator needs the information.

- Comment: We may not have a group to take this, e.g. what happens if we say TGv should take it and then they reject it.

- Comment: This is only saying that if we need to choose a group within IEEE 802.11 to handle this, TGv is a logical choice. However, if they refuse to do it, we may need to handle it.

- Comment: It should be done at L3.

- Comment: It is useful, but we are not sure if that is needed here, since accounting is not in IEEE 802’s scope.

- Comment: If it is about the information for the accounting, it is OK. If it is about the interface, it is out of scope.
- Comment: Not sure if what TGe provided is enough.

- Comment: So far, there is no accounting done at Layer 2.

- Comment: Accounting is different from keeping an accounting record.
- Chair: We heard that from the previous presentation also.

- Comment: In the roaming case, this information is transferred at L3, e.g. via AAA proxy.

- Comment: Does Layer 3 always know what a TSPEC a packet used?

- Comment: That is just a DiffServ mapping to Layer 2.

- Comment: A STA may use different priority for it is actual service, e.g. when voice priority is not available, it may use video priority and try to run voice applications.

- Comment: That should be considered as fraud. Access Network should check the correct priority is used.

- Comment: If the requirement is accepted, and later a proposal comes in saying that it is not needed, we will remove the requirement.

- Chair: Yes.

- Comment: We should clarify if TGv does not accept it what we should do.

- Comment: Is the only thing we can add is the MIB?
- Chair: No. We can define the interface we think is necessary.

- Comment: In IEEE 802.11i case, MLME SAPs and MIBs are defined.

Motion 3: 

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”, and forward it to TGv for their consideration. If it is rejected by TGv, it will be reconsidered in TGu.

- Make accessible accounting information for transfer to the SSPN.  This shall include information about accepted TSPECs, their duration, and about actual traffic flows.

Proposed: Sabine Demel
Seconded: Stefano Faccin
Result (for/against/abstain): 8-1-2
Motion passed

2.11.4 Discussion of IEEE 802.21 related requirements
- Chair: IEEE 802.21 editor will present some of their requirements for IEEE 802.11 within TGu later this week. Should we wait or work on these requirements in 05/279r16 now?
- Chair: Feeling from the group is that these requirements should be left until later. Will change the agenda to reflect that.

2.11.5 Discussion for REQ d16U1
Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required - Optional”.

- Proposals shall not prevent a STA (subscription permitting) from accessing multiple Destination Networks at the same time. 
- Comment: This is an evaluation criterion instead of requirement.
- Comment: Could change the text stronger to make it a requirement.

- Comment: The idea is to “not prevent”. It is different from “not to define”.

- Comment: VLANs are dealt in TGv.

Motion 4:
Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required - Optional”.

- Proposals shall allow a STA (subscription permitting) to access multiple Destination Networks at the same time.

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Stefano Faccin

Result (for/against/abstain):7-0-2
Motion passed.

2.11.6 Discussion for REQ d16U2
Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”.

- Functionality shall be provided by which traffic destined for a particular Destination Network can be segregated from traffic destined for other Destination Networks. 


- Comment: It is internal to the Destination Network.

Motion 5:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”.

- Functionality shall be provided by which traffic destined for a particular Destination Network can be segregated from traffic destined for other Destination Networks. 

Proposed: Mike

Seconded: Stefano

Result (for/against/abstain):6-0-4

Motion passed
2.11.7 Discussion for REQ d16U3
Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”.

- Provide functionality to map external QoS classes to IEEE 802.11 specific parameters. 


- Comment: Need to refer to IEEE 802.1D regarding this.

- Comment: Some of the architecture group can define the basic class, but the IEEE 802.11 groups should spell out how the IEEE 802.11 parameters can be mapped to those general parameters.
- Comment: What is the external QoS? Needs to have some example.

- Comment: E.g. IEEE 802.1D and GSMA defined QoS class.

- Comment: IEEE 802.1D mapping is defined in IEEE 802.11e.

- Comment: It only has some prioritized type of QoS mapping. The parameterized QoS is not mentioned at all.

- Comment: This may be an informational annex to the amendment.

- Chair: Is this optional?

- Comment: No. It is required for the proposal to provide that.

Motion 6:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Provide mapping from external QoS information, e.g. DSCP, to IEEE 802.11 specific parameters. 

Proposed: Sabine Demel

Seconded: Hong Cheng

Result (for/against/abstain): 7-1-1

Motion passed.
2.11.8 Discussion of REQ d16M1
Motion 7:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

 All proposals (whichever requirements they address) shall describe how they minimize battery consumption for mobile devices. 

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Sabine Demel

Result (for/against/abstain):8-0-2
2.11.9 Discussion of REQ d16M2
Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”.

- Define functionality by which APs can provide information which will enable a STA to determine whether or not roaming to a candidate AP would require re-configuration (automatic or manual) of layer 3 networking. 


- Comment: It is a handover issue.


- Comment: It is an indication issue, TGu should work on it.


- Comment: TGr has some similar work on the issue.


- Chair: From the earlier presentation on TGr requirements, TGr will do that.

- Comment: But TGr can only tell if you can do TGr roaming. It will never tell if Layer 3 reconfiguration is needed.

- Comment: What does reconfiguration imply?

- Comment: We are at Layer 2; we cannot say what needs to be done at Layer 3.

- Comment: We should pass this to IEEE802.21 instead of TGr.

- Chair: Feel this probably needs to be split into two.

- Comment: Here is to vote it out of scope. We can wait for IEEE 802.21 to do what they need to do.

Motion 8:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Not Required – Out of Scope”. Recommend forward it to TGr and IEEE802.21.

- Define functionality by which APs can provide information which will enable a STA to determine whether or not roaming to a candidate AP would require re-configuration (automatic or manual) of layer 3 networking.
Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Stefano Faccin

Result (for/against/abstain): 11-0-1

Motion passed
Session recessed for the break.
3.
Monday afternoon session: (19th September 2005, 1600 - 1800)

Meeting call to order by the chair at 1600.
3.11 Continue the requirement discussion

3.11.10 Discussion of REQ d16M3
Motion 9:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- All proposals (whichever requirements they address) shall describe the security impact of the functions they propose. 

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Stefano Faccin

Result (for/against/abstain):7-0-0

Motion passed
3.11.11 Discussion of REQ d16M4
Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Define IEEE 802.11TM functionality which would be required to support an Emergency Call (e.g. E911) service as part of an overall, multi-layer solution. 

- Comment: What did this come from?

- Comment: It is from Mike to provide some discussions. FCC now requires that all networks that support voice provide support the E911. There is a liaison letter received from 3GPP regarding this. There will be a chairs meeting amongst WNG SC, TGk, TGv, and TGu to discuss about it.

- Comment: This is not a result from the 3GPP liaison letter. Here, it is talking more than providing the location information as stated in the liaison letter.

- Comment: Suggest waiting for the result of tomorrows chairs meeting.

- Chair: Voting on the motion will be postponed to later this week.

3.11.12 Back to the R1S1 discussion
- Comment: It is worth looking at the Terms and Definitions document that has a definition of authorization information (05/333r8)

- Comment: Need to clarify whether it is the "subscribe user profile" or "subscribed service QoS profile"?

- Comment: What does "service QoS Profile" mean?

- Comment: For example, if the user subscribed to VoIP, the SSPN will allow up to the voice class to be provided in the Access Network.
- Comment: Is that something configured by the user terminal?

- Comment: No. For example, for the VoIP, some SIP signaling is done.
- Comment: That should not go to the AP. It is 3GPP details

- Comment: There are different opinions to do that. We should state that it should not be done here.

- Comment: If we say it is access author information does this imply that is it OK?

- Comment: The “TOE services” tends to imply the service authorization instead of access authorization.

- Comment: Here is an IEEE 802.11 group. The service is about the service that the IEEE 802.11 can provide. 

- Comment: This bullet tends to point out that the authorization information would give information about where the traffic is allowed to be terminated.

- Comment: Does that also suggest which TOE? 

- Comment: We need to define what TOE Services is.

- Chair: Can we clarify the definition?
- Comment: Suggest adding another bullet to the definition: at the top, to add that "This specifies the access authorization information only".

- Comment: Should be text above the bullet points, so that it applies to all the bullet points.

Chair updated Terms and Definition document to 05/333r9.
3.12 Liaison generation

A generic liaison letter will be generated and would be replicated to send to a list of organizations that are relevant to the interworking. Latest version of the document 05/822 will be attached, and comments will be asked for.

- Comment: Why should this letter be sent to IEEE 802.16?

- Chair: IEEE802.16g has some work done about the interworking, and it has been sent to 3GPP.


- Comment: WiMAX Forum should be the group to talk to regarding IEEE 802.16.

- Chair: Will add WiMAX Forum to the list.


- Comment: It would hard to ask specific questions if we sent it to IEEE 802.16.


- Comment: The groups for interworking in 3GPP2 are TSG-x and TSG-s.


- Comment: The 3GPP groups are SA2, SA3, CT1, and CT4.

- Chair: Which document should we attach to the liaison letter?


- Comment: It is good to include the Terms and Definitions document (05/333r9) as annex to the 05/822 (with only the terms referred in the requirements)

The session recessed to work in ad hoc mode to generate the liaison letter. 
4.
Tuesday Afternoon Session: (20th September 2005, 1330 -- 1530)

4.13 E911 issue discussion & REQ d16M4
It is decided during the chairs meeting that the E911 issue will be split up between TGk, TGv, and TGu.  TGv will be responsible for the location relevant issue, and TGu will be working on admission control and advertisement issue.
Go back to the outstanding requirement: REQ d16M4

Suggested motion text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Define IEEE 802.11 functionality which would be required to support an Emergency Call (e.g. E911) service as part of an overall, multi-layer solution. 

- Comment: What is the aspect of the admission control? Security or QoS?

- Chair: Security, i.e. whether to allow the user to use the E911.

- Comment: It is not in the scope of the IEEE 802.11u.

- Comment: The AP will allow a STA, without any credentials, to use the E911 service.
- Comment: If we accept that motion, does it mean that final STA has a mandatory feature to provide that?

- Chair: Yes. But the proposal is not judged against the requirements; it is decided by the group.

- Comment: This is the requirement on proposals to decide if it is partial.  It is to advise people to address those issues. It is up to the IEEE 802.11 WG to decide if that is mandatory.

- Comment: It is not only a 3GPP issue, since it is an authentication issue. IEEE still has to do something. And, we are not just working for 3GPP.

- Comment: E911 is just for the USA. Do we have to do that for all the other countries?

- Chair: Yes. That is the reason for the "e.g." being there. In Europe there is also an initiative (E112) to provide a similar service.
- Comment: If there is no VoIP supported, it will not advertise that and don't have to support that.

Motion 10:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposals, and include it in the requirements document, with requirement status set to “Required”.

- Define IEEE 802.11TM functionality which would be required to support an Emergency Call (e.g. E911) service as part of an overall, multi-layer solution. Specifically:

Capability Advertisement

Authentication issues 

Proposed: Stefano Faccin
Seconded: David Hunter
Result (for/against/abstain):17-0-3

Motion passed.
4.14 Liaison generation continued
- Comment: Can the chair to extend the list to other appropriate group?

- Chair: Yes. 

- Comment: We should state that in the motion.

The document to be attached is 05/822r2

- Comment: How do you see the feedback impact the call for proposal?

- Chair: we have to proceed to go with the call for proposals, and then later we may change the requirements if there is need. We cannot postpone our activities and wait for other group to reply.

- Comment: Why WiMAX Forum?

- Chair: We have that suggested yesterday.

- Comment: Not sure WiMAX is affected.

- Comment: It won’t hurt to add that.

- Comment: For 3GPP, SA1 should also be informed.

- Comment: In IETF, MIPSHOP and CAPWAP should also be included.

- Comment: We need to approve the requirement document as a whole. To do that, we need to do the formal changes and upload that to the server.

- Comment: There are some "not required - out of scope" requirements. Those are confusing to be sent to others.

- Chair: it is nice to have that to show to people that we have considered the issues. It is defined on the top of the 05/822 what is the "out of scope"

The updated Terms and Definition document (05/333r9) is reviewed:

- Comment: The use of the “roaming” in the requirement document is different from the “Roaming” defined in the terms and definition document.
- Comment: Better not to refer to the TGr roaming, since it requires external groups to go through TGr documents, and that is confusing.

New text for the “roaming” suggested.

- Comment: “TOE” is used in other place. Suggest changing to another name.
The name “TOE” kept since no better suggestion could be provided.
Terms and Definition document is updated to 05/333r10.

Requirement document 05/822r2 is updated.
- Comment: would the IEEE 802.11 WG approve the requirement document?

-Chair: No. only the LS letter has to be approved.

- Comment: We need to set a deadline for the external organizations to reply.
- Comment: How about the liaison letter from IEEE 802.21?

- Chair: There were some discussions about a joint liaison letter. But it is decided to make them separate since that would be confusing.

- Comment: Better to separate them, because they are about different things.

Text of the letter is updated as 05/960r1.
Session recessed for the break.
5.
Tuesday Afternoon Session: (20th September 2005, 1600 - 1800)

5.15 – Mid week plenary liaison presentation
Motions will be raised by the chair during the mid-week plenary session.

Motion 11:

Move that IEEE 802.11 WG approve document 11-05-0960r1, as a generic liaison letter, asking for review comments about the IEEE 802.11u requirements document (11-05-822r2), to the following organizations:

-3GPP

-3GPP2

-IETF

-FMCA

-GSMA

-Wi-Fi Alliance

-IRAP

-IEEE 802.1

-IEEE 802.16

-IEEE 802.21

-WiMAX

Proposed: Amjad

Second: Sabine Demel
- Comment: Is IEEE 802.15 being purposely left out.

- Chair: The justifications for the groups are that IEEE 802.1 is dealing with architecture, IEEE 802.16g is addressing interworking, and IEEE 802.21 is address interworking and media independent issues. However, for IEEE 802.15, there is no interworking issue so far.
- Comment: Is IEEE 802.16 interworking with IEEE 802.11?

- Chair: IEEE 802.16 is taking a generic way of interworking. 

- Comment: Then, are we following the IEEE 802.21?
- Comment: But they don't do (11) MAC.
Result (for/against/abstain): 13-0-0

Motion passed

- Comment: If we decide to change the requirement document, do we have to change the motion?

- Chair: No. The motion only applies to the Liaison Letter.

- Comments: The group should be "WiMAX Forum".
A new motion is raised:

Motion 12:

Move that IEEE 802.11 WG approve document 11-05-0960r1, as a generic liaison letter, asking for review comments about the IEEE 802.11u requirements document (11-05-822r2), to the following organizations:

-3GPP

-3GPP2

-IETF

-FMCA

-GSMA

-Wi-Fi Alliance

-IRAP

-IEEE 802.1

-IEEE 802.16

-IEEE 802.21

-WiMAX Forum
Proposed: Scott

Seconded: Stefano Faccin
Result (for/against/abstain): 10-0-2
The session is recessed.

6.
Wednesday Afternoon Session: (21st September 2005, 1600 - 1800)

The agenda is updated to 05/890r3

6.16 Downgrade Attack Protection
TGu requests that TGw address the requirement of providing protection on beacon elements.

The group’s feeling is that it is too earlier to decide on what we really want to do. The chair will inform TGw chair that there is currently nothing to discuss.
6.17 Technical Presentations
6.17.1 Redefining SSID (05/971r0) Jon Edney

- Comment: What is the relationship with the “mobility domain” (of the TGr presentation)?

- Comment: "roaming group" means layer 2 connectivity, without changing layer 3.
- Comment: Although it is desired to have unique identifier for different domains, operators would also want to have a common identifier so that the user can expect the user experience.

- Comment: That can still be done with SSID.

- Comment: People will be able to spoof that.

- Comment: That is a different problem. This one is addressing the ESS ID. Forgery is addressed later.

- Comment: Do you suggest removing the SSID?

- Comment: SSID remains to be service identifier, ESSID id provide connectivity information

- Comment: Why you want to have it remain?
- Comment: Compatibility to legacy system.
- Comment: Why the ESS name is needed?

- Comment: To provide location information e.g. U.S.
- Comment: Can STA roam between APs of same SSID with different ESSIDs?

- Comment: Yes.

- Comment: Can we make use of the some information in SSID to make it more efficient?
- Comment: That has compatibility issue.
- Comment: What will be the protocol to convey the information? 

- Comment: The AP can provide the information about what is behind itself for the service, which is the ESSID, through association procedure.

- Comment: Will STA associates with AP asking for a SSID, and AP gives a different SSID back?

- Comment: It is not SSID. The AP replies with the ESSID. The STA ask for SSID (if it does not have ESSID)
- Comment: For legacy STA, will they get SSID back or ESSID?
- Comment: Legacy STA will not recognize the ESSID, it will discard it. When it roams to another AP, it will use the SSID again. But there is no guarantee to that the system will provide the fast roaming service. It depends on the AP.

- Comment: How about when the AP moves? 

- Comment: If AP moves, the ESSID needs to be fixed. It won't be correct globally.  Also the ESSID doesn't have to be permanent.  When the AP reboots, it can use a new value.
- Comment: What is the two path index for?
- Comment: An AP may have multiple VLANs supported. STA needs to match its desired with the list. The point is that AP can support multiple services.
- Comment: Is that essentially another sub layer?

6.17.2 FMCA (05/871r0 & 05/872r0) Rodrigo Donazzolo
Point of order (Jon Edney): The presentation material on the server contains copyright issues.
The presentation is voided, and the documents are not recognized.
The group reconvened to hold a joint ad hoc session with IEEE802.21
6.18 IEEE802.21 issues : Vivek Gupta

Vivek presented a tutorial on IEEE 802.21 for the IEEE 802.11 members
- Comment: It is desired that the mobile phone (on slide 20) can tell you which cafe has the WLAN hotspot.

Vivek presented the initial layer 2 requirements from IEEE 802.21, which are specific to IEEE 802.11
- Chair: Within IEEE 802.21 there are teleconferences to address these requirements.  Can these be made formal IEEE 802.11u/IEEE 802.21 joint teleconferences?

- Chair: Will work with IEEE 802.21 chair for that.
- Chair: In TGu, it is decided to postpone the IEEE 802.21 related requirements. They will be addressed in detail during the November 2005 meeting.

- Chair: Will try to get a 4 hour joint session in November 2005 to go through this document and generate some requirements for the call for proposals.

- Comment: How is the timing of the requirements for your work?
- Chair: TGu will hopefully issue a formal “Call for Proposals” at the end of the November 2005 meeting. The timing is just OK.

- Comment: Some meetings ago, there was something about charging being considered at the IEEE 802.11 AP.  Did this issue become a requirement of TGu?

Chair: We didn't distill that. There is still a requirement relevant to that issue.
- Chair: There will be an official liaison letter set to IEEE 802.21, from IEEE 802.11 regarding the current TGu requirements. Formal comments on that are welcomed.
- Chair: There still appears to be some confusion about mobility aspects between IEEE 802.11u and IEEE 802.21, and that is why the joint teleconferences have been suggested.
Session recessed.

7.
Thursday Morning Session: (22nd September 2005, 0800 – 1000)
7.19 Down Selection Discussion (05/618r1)

The down selection procedure will be reviewed in detail at the November 2005 meeting.
7.20 Initial Technical Presentations

Chair reminded everyone about the IEEE IPR policy.

The presentations are in random order since it is informal at this stage. 

7.20.1 Network Selection (05/870r0 & 05/1006r0) Stephen McCann
The chair (Stephen McCann) handed over the chairmanship to the secretary (Hong Cheng) to facilitate the presentation.

- Comment: It did not really satisfy the 3GPP requirements. 3GPP want to allow network to add information and sent to the STA. (e.g. in case of negative response)

- Comment: Does this require some notes to be added to the requirement document?

- Comment: This could be part of the 3GPP response to the liaison letter that IEEE 802.11 sent to 3GPP on Wednesday.  Perhaps 3GPP will come back with an extra requirement in November 2005.
Will come back with more details next time.
The chair (Hong Cheng) handed over the chairmanship back to Stephen McCann
7.20.2 Service Access Context (05/898r1) Mike Moreton
- Comment: For the VLAN, the Access Network will check the source and destination address and decide on the designated port.

- Comment: Why it needs to be handled at Layer 2, not above?

- Comment: It is back to the security issue. IEEE802.11i binds the pair wise key to the authentication to a SSPN.
- Comment: Authentication may be at layer above.

- Comment: You need to do Layer 2 authentication before you get access to Layer 2 that allows any Layer 3 message exchange (e.g. authentication). If it is handled at upper layer, it means the Layer 2 authentication must be left open. Most operators and users still prefer to have an Access Network authentication.

- Comment: To the AP, every packet goes to the same destination. Why would it care?

- Comment: They are associated with different authentications, e.g. if one authentication closes down, the others should be left open. And different authentication may have different key strength.
- Comment: Even for multiple SSPN, there is only one authentication server (AS) is assumed in the Access Network.
- Comment: Virtual AP can also solve the issue.

- Comment: In that case, the STA needs to realize that it has two virtual connections. It needs two separate keys, addresses, etc. to those APs. STA need to have two contacts. Generally it is a scalability issue for the virtual AP. This is just an approach, not the only solution.
- Comment: Can the STA just authenticate to the AN and then tunnel to diff SSPNs?
- Comment: It doesn't solve the fundamental issue. How the STA access a local service?
- Comment: it is the agreement between SSPN and the AN. it is possible to do that way.

- Comment: If STA have subscribed to different SSPNs, one policy can influence the other. That is why it needs some segregation. And, user don't have relationship with the AN. it may not trust the AN.

7.20.3 MIS Protocol  (05/859r0) Hitoshi Morioka
- Chair: The MIS Protocol has been developed in Japan. Is it an alternative to IEEE 802.11i?

- Hitoshi: Yes.

- Chair: Does this presentation meet some of the TGu requirements?
- Comment: Yes. The slides will be modified to fit the requirements that are approved this week.
- Comment: This is an alternative way to do authentication segregation at higher layer regarding a previous question. But for this group, we need to be clear about how much needs to be done to support that.
- Comment: Is this a Layer 2.5 authentication suite, with Layer 2 authentication turned off?
- Hitoshi: Yes

7.20.4 802.11u Proposal (05/850r4) Linda Dunbar
- Comment: On slide 3, (regarding multiple SSPN), in IEEE 802.11i there is an AS in the network, here, it has have multiple AS. 
- Comment: Are the virtual STAs talking to the same BSS and talking to the same AP?

- Linda: Yes. It is just a concept to make it easier to manage.
- Comment: Is this similar to the previous proposals (05/898r1)?
- Comment: This may also require the same solution.

- Comment: Do the virtual STAs map to the same physical queue or different queues? Or will they have different lower layer?
- Linda: These will be addressed in detail next time.
- Comment: Multiple STA should share the same IEEE802.11e queues.

- Comment: Does the AP need to know about the virtual STA? It might be a TGr problem. But from our concern, it is more like a STA business. It only needs to make it possible, e.g. by allowing multiple/temporary MAC address (05/898r1). We don’t need to care about the rest.
- Comment: What if the AN or the Entrance doesn't allow that happen?

- Comment: The relationship is between STA and SSPN. AN doesn't need to know about that. It only needs to have a way to create virtual addresses... 

- Comment: The temporary MAC will affect the Entrance, but not the AP.

- Linda: What the next step for the proposal?
- Chair: Suggest talking to people offline. There are possibilities of providing joint proposals. The group will ask for detail proposal in Nov. Formal CFP will be issued then. The down selection start is scheduled in January 2006.
- Linda: Is there a deadline for the model adoption?

- Chair: Not yet decided. Will discussion that in the November 2005 meeting.
- Comment: Suggest talk to Jon Edney. In TGr, there are some similar proposals.
Session Recessed for the break.
8.
Thursday Morning Session: (22nd September 2005, 1030 - 1230)
8.21 3GPP E911/IMS Emergency Call Liaison Letter discussion (05/988r0)
- Comment: 3GPP people may not understand the “STA”, as it also includes the AP.

- Chair: It is not for us TGu to correct that, as that paragraph within the liaison was written by TGv.  And it was corrected by Peter Eccelsine during an earlier discussion.
- Comment: Would like to add a sentence to clarify that.

- Chair: A note will be added in a bracket beneath. We will check with TGk later.  As this is an IEEE 802.11 liaison, which other groups have helped to craft, TGu cannot change all sections of the letter as we wish.

Liaison Letter text updated.

- Chair: I will take this to the CAC meeting on Thursday evening.
Document updated to 05/988r1

8.22 Teleconference requirements

The group feels that there are no TGu issues to be discussed between this meeting and the November 2005 meeting. But the group may join in IEEE802.21 teleconference as discussed yesterday.

8.23 Timeline document review (05/049r3)
- Comment: We expect Reponses from external groups by end of 2005.  That should be reflected in the timeline document.

- Chair: Changes or new requirements from external groups will fall into the “response to incoming liaison”.

Timeline updated with January 2006 set for initial proposals.

- Comment: What does it mean by “final proposals”?
- Comment: Means the start of the down selection procedures.

- Chair: The down selection procedure needs to be fixed before issue the CFP (Call for proposals).

Move the first step of down selection to March.

The timeline is revised to 05/049r4 and uploaded to the server.

8.24 Preparation for November 2005 Plenary Meeting

- Comment: How much flexibility do we have to change the requirements?

- Chair: In the November 2005 meeting, we will sort out the requirement document. When the CFP goes out, we need a base for the proposals.

In the November 2005 meeting, TGu will have a joint session with IEEE 802.21 and also a joint meeting with TGv
- Comment: Would like to have reciprocal attendance arrangement with IEEE 802.21 since they are discussion a lot issues regarding IEEE 802.11.

- Chair: I will take that that to the CAC meeting.

- Comment: Will the IEEE802.21 teleconference be announced in TGu list?

- Chair: Yes.  IEEE802.21 chair will inform me of the teleconference setup, and I will put that to TGu list.

8.25 AOB
No issues.
Session adjourned till the next IEEE 802 meeting in November 2005, Vancouver, Canada.
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