November 2005

doc.: IEEE 802.11-05/1241r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

	TGu Minutes for November 2005 Session

	Date:  2005-11-21

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Hong Cheng
	Panasonic 
	BLK1022 TaiSeng Ave #06-3530

Singapore 534415
	+65-65505477
	hong.cheng@sg.

panasonic.com





Executive Summary:

Documents discussed:

1. Latest Draft Requirement Document 05/822r8
2. Motions raised during the session 05/1175r3
3. Updated timeline document 05/049r5
4. 3GPP2 liaison 05/1143r0
5. Pre-proposal presentations

a. Huawei/Intel (11-05-1168r0/1169r0)

b. Siemens (11-05-0870r1)

c. Panasonic (11-05-1138r0)

d. STMicroelectronics (11-05-1062r0)

e. FMCA (11-05-1088r0)

f. Root Inc (11-05-1093r0)

g. Nokia (11-05-0971r0)

6. Virtual AP Issue

a. 05/1219r0  – paper – 05/1120r1

7. E911 Issues

a. 05/1096r0

b. 05/1119r0
8 motions were raised during the sessions.  
The first formal presentation does not require the formal text to be proposed.

Chair: Stephen McCann
Secretary: Hong Cheng

1. Tuesday Morning Session: (15th November, 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 (05/1060r1)

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

1.3 
Approval of the September 2005 minutes (05/1028r0)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent

1.4
Approval of Agenda (05/1060r1)

-Comment: Cingular is to be taken out from the pre-proposal presentation list.
-Chair: Do we want to approve the working group document now, or leave it to the end of the meeting?
- Comment: Better have the document approved so that we have the baseline for discussion.
The agenda is updated to 05/1060r2, and is approved by unanimous consent.

1.5
Review of September 2005 TGu session (05/1017r0)


Chair went through the closing report for last TGu session.
1. 6
Decision from Monday Ad-Hoc sessin

1.6.1
Down Selection Update (05/1155r0)

Details of the down selection procedure were gone through, and further discussion was schedule on Thursday.


1.6.2
Call for Proposal


Will come back to this topic on Thursday session.
1.7 Approval of requirements document (05/1175r0; 05/822r4)
Suggested Motion Text: 
Move that TGu approve document 11-05-0822r4, as a task group document

Mike Moreton (Editor) presented the new version of requirements document.
Comment: Regarding the changed text, does the “direction relationship” mean “direct roaming agreement”?

Answer: We don't use “roaming agreement”. But, it is the same.

Comment: “Roaming agreement” is used two lines below.

Comment: Can this document help to describe what TGu is doing within 1 min?

Answer: This document is meant for helping people to submit proposals. There is no official high level summary for all the requirements. Also, it is not a common practice for other groups.
Comment: Suggest doing that.

Answer: Some of the requirements are deliberately drafted to avoid implementation specific language. So, it is difficult to describe them in simple words.
Comment: The PAR describes what the group is trying to do.

Chair: A high level description is available on the TGu webpage. There is a background and objectives and goals section. It provides a concise summary of what TGu is trying to do. We can copy this to the requirement document.
Comment: Have not read it, but it should be a good way.

Comment: Don't feel it should go into the requirement document, although something like this is good for the group. 
Comment: What does it mean by “use of Ethernet” in the summary?
Chair: We will be working with network based on Ethernet. We are not working to interwork with other type of network, e.g. 802.18.

Comment: it sounds like the interworking is with L2, but actually we are working to interwork with L3

Chair: Yes. That part will be updated offline.
Motion 1:
Move that TGu approve document 11-05-0822r4, as a task group document.
Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Stefano Faccin

Result:  (for-against-abstain) 10-0-4
Motion passed.
1.8 Open Issues (05/1031r0)

No comments for the issue.
1.9  RFC1321 order selection procedure
Comment: The data to be used fro the selection needs to be published before it is really used to generate the sequence.
Chair: Will do that next time.
1.10 Pre-proposal presentation 
1.10.1 Interworking architecture/ Network Sharing Architecture (05/1168r0; 05/1169r0) Zhonghui Yao 
Comment: What is a virtual STA?

Answer: It is a concept to support simultaneous services for one STA that requires different authentication. 

Comment: Previous presentation on the SSID issue made in TGu should be considered when evaluating this proposal. 

Comment: Regarding Network Owner ID in first presentations (slide 15), we are talking about STA has a relationship with SSPN. How is the Network Owner ID relevant at all?

Answer: It could be useful for an enterprise interworking scenario, where the APs are belonging to the same enterprise.

Comment: For the interworking capability, there are several capability aspects. How can a single 

bit indicate those?

Answer: Yes. Maybe one bit is not sufficient for that. But, this bit proposed is just to indicate this network is 11u enabled.

Comment: So, it is a kind of “public access” bit. 

Answer: Yes.

Comment: On slide 16, what is the interworking type? Where is that provided, and who define that?

Answer: Need more discussion about that.

Comment: It depends on what and how the SSPN decides to provide for interworking. If SSPN only provides a tunnel, it doesn’t matter.
Comment: On slide 17, is this suggesting a new interface between AP and entrance? Who define that?
Answer: It is a discussion point. Entrance has more information about the ESS. 

Comment: We are here talking about defining a new architecture. Not sure it is ok for our scope.

Comment: What is entrance? Is that L2 or L3?

Answer: It is a borderline between the WLAN and external network. IEEE802.11 is only about MAC and PHY. So, Entrance is just a interface between the IEEE802.11 network and external network.
Comment: Need to mention how that is used in real networks.

Comment: Would like to see why the exiting entity, e.g. portal, is not sufficient and a new entity needs to be defined. Please analyze the advantage and disadvantage.

Answer: Maybe need to add the Entrance function to the portal entity. It could be portal, but we may need to bring more function to portal, that is why it is given a new name.
1.10. 2 Initial Network Selection Concept (05/870r1r0) Eleanor Hepworth
Comment: AP can cache the supported roaming information. It is the same case for the AAA. This can avoid always using a round trip for obtaining the information. There is a similar scheme in TGr doing that.

Comment: Regarding the harsh key, does it need the AAA to do that? There may be some scalability issues.

Answer: That is just about the next hop information.
Comment: There could be lots of things to do with hash. It could be used for some unreliable probing.

Comment: Is the NAI to be included in MAC IE to do that? Will there be any compatibility issue?

Answer: It is to reuse the SSID field. 

Comment: Will the legacy AP supports this?

Answer: Yes. If legacy AP doesn't recognize it, it will just not ignore.

Comment: AP that supports it may announce that capability in the beacon.

Comment: It was discussed in 3GPP SA2, and it was worried that if the SSID is enough to carry all the information.

Comment: Yes. 3GPP cannot change the MAC, but we can change the MAC in our group. So, new MAC function could be introduced here.
Comment: Would it getting too big that it may require fragmentation? This may require some consideration.
1.10.3 Authorization Information for Interworking (05/1138r0) Hong Cheng
Comment: Within 3GPP SA2, there is some work on QoS for WLAN interworking. The WLAN is treated as a black box. It may be useful if this information is actually processed within the WLAN itself to enforce some AP policies. Can the STA determine if the AP actually has QoS capabilities?

Answer: AP can indicate QoS capabilities. However, here we also need to indicate the result of the AP policy enforcement.

Comment: And the STA has to know what QoS is supported.

Answer:  Perhaps we can put some information within the response to indicate to the STA.

Further discussion scheduled for the afternoon session.

Session recessed for the lunch break. 
2. Tuesday Afternoon Session (15th November 2005, 1330 - 1530)

Meeting called to order at 13:30.

2.10.3
 Authorization Information for Interworking (05/1138r0) Hong Cheng
It is felt that some requirements could be derived. A slot is scheduled on Thursday for further discussion. 
2.10.4 Shared Infrastructure (05/1062r0) Mike Moreton
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 “Optional”.

- Define how shared infrastructure architectures where the DS is shared by directly competing operators will be supported.

- Informative Note: This is an environment where the normal trust model within the DS does not apply. While the actual implementation may prove to be outside the scope of this TG, our architecture should have some idea of how this would be achieved.

Comment: Every operator will have some relationship with the owner of the network.

Answer: It is about a different scenario, where the owner of the network is not operator. 

Comment: Who pays for AP?

Answer: E.g. the airport authority. It is different from roaming.
Comment: There are different ways to achieve that, e.g. DS sharing or having higher layer control. It may drift to a particular solution.

Comment: Will update the text. 

Motion 2:

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

- Define how shared infrastructure architectures where the APs and network that connects them are shared by different operators will be supported.

- Informative Note: This is an environment where the normal trust model within the DS does not apply.  While the actual implementation may prove to be outside the scope of this TG, our architecture should have some idea of how this would be achieved.

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Andrew Myles

Result (for/against/abstain): 7,1,3
Motion passed.
2.10.5 FMCA Discussion Point for IEEE802.11u (05/1088r0) Paul Fidler, Rodrigo Donazzolo
Comment: There is no way to stop bridging. And it adds no security value for us to do that. 

Answer: Agree that bridging is hard to stop. The worry here is more about Trojan attack.

Comment: Enrolment solution is outside of our scope. We can only advertise that the enrolment is supported.

Comment: 11u only specify single interface (IEEE802.11).. Whether there are other interfaces is out of scope.

Comment: The FMCA enrolment solution could be useful for us. 

Comment: What is the multiple profile?
Answer: We have the multiple profile concepts. But, the context behind that needs more discussion.
Comment: Is that the user has multiple subscriptions?

Answer: There are different kinds of subscription. Some provider provides transport, and some provides the actual services.
Comment: If we have multiple profiles, we need to find out which one to roam, e.g. for all or just one. That is the thinking behind it.

Comment: It is good to bring in the multiple profile concept for further discussion and identify what exactly is needed.
Comment: It is the same concern from 3GPP regarding the bridging. It does not need to be standardized.

Comment: In IEEE802.11k, there is information to be added to beacon to tell the location. Let us know if you feel that it is not enough.
Comment: There are different operators of different requirements, depending on regulatory requirements in different country.

Chair: What sort of feedback are you looking for? Should we have a written response?
Comment: Would like to have some response from 11u regarding the context behind the requirements we are struggling with.

Chair: It would be useful for FMCA to send a liaison letter to IEEE802.11, spelling out those as individual questions. That will allow us to work on them.

Comment: What is the cycle of the comments?
Chair: Usually a TG is authorized to work for 4 years. When the TG goes to LB, it would have 4 or 5 month cycle. But we will not get to that step next year.
2.10.6 MISP based Authentication Framework (05/1093) Hitoshi Morioka
Comment: This is a brand new security structure to replace IEEE802.1x. Is the proposal suggest to throw away IEEE802.11i?

Answer: Yes.

Comment: TGr, TGi are doing the security. Doing security from scratch is not workable.

Comment: The new proposal is no better than IEEE802.1x. About using one message, there may be multiple rounds of message depends on the authentication method.

Comment: How realistic of the scheme is questionable.

Comment: Is it suggesting IEEE to assign SSPNIDs?
Answer: Yes.
2.10.7 Presentation from Nokia is withdrawn
2.10.8 Shared Infrastructure, 2nd half (05/1062r0) Mike Moreton
Comment: Does it mean that we need to define in detail what a gateway is in IEEE802.11u?
Answer: That may be unavoidable. So far, all the requirements we have are pointing to that.

Chair: What will happen after the Letter Ballot?

Comment: If we got reason to do things, and got good technical solutions, people will accept.

Chair: We need to think about it.
Comment: If CAPWPA is to involved, we need to talk about architecture. That is not in TGu. TGu need to live with and without CAPWAP.

Comment: Some of the concerns now more become the network concerns. If we don't do it, no one will do it for us. 

Comment: There could be other architecture than CAPWAP. So, if we assume CAPWPA, how many others we are going to dealt with?
Comment: It is just one possible solution. 

Comment: Is it IEEE802.11f for the transport between AP and gateway?
Comment: IEEE802.11f is over IP. We don't have to define how the message is passed.
Chair: How is this relates to the wireless architecture group?

Comment: Not sure yet.
2.11 Discussion of the agenda (05/1060r2)
Hitoshi will present some measurement of how much bandwidth probed and response take on Thursday.
Regarding IEEE802.21 joint session, a requirement document has been drafted to address IEEE802.11 media.

Comment: Are they aware that each of their requirements needs a motion to be accepted in TGu?

Chair: No. We can prepare some template and help them to draft out the text.

Comment: Where is the document for the requirement?

Chair: It is a IEEE802.21 document: 21-05-0350-05-0000.

Chair: The motions will not be addressed in the joint session since they only need to be voted by IEEE802.11 voting members.
Session recessed for the break.
3.
Wednesday afternoon session: (16th November 2005, 1330 - 1530)

Meeting call to order by the chair at 1330.
3.12 Joint Session with IEEE802.21
3.12.1 Joint Session Agenda & issues (05/1206r0) Stephen McCann, TGu Chair

The Chair went through the slides for TGu/IEEE802.21 joint session
Comment: Where is the requirement D16M2? 

Stephen (TGu Chair): That is not in the current TGu document (as D16M2).

Comment: It is from the suggested requirement document: 05/279r16. In the current requirement document (05/822r4), it is R3M2..
3.12.2 IEEE802.21 requirements on IEEE802.11 (21-05-0446-00-0000) Vivek Gupta

Document will be uploaded to IEEE802.11 server after the meeting.

Comment: Regarding requirement 1.1, do you want to use word “SAP”? It is a bit specific. Probably it is pointing to a specific solution.

Answer: We can change the language.

Comment: Maybe use an "e.g." before it would be better.

Comment: The requirement is vague. For TGu to do something we need some details, e.g. the SAP may need some more details, like parameters, etc. You need to do more work for us to address this.

Answer: Had joint meeting with IEEE802.16. Same discussion was carried out. We made some initial changes to IEEE802.16g to accommodate IEEE802.21.  Agree that we may need to do the same for IEEE802.11. But providing too much detail will overlap requirement and solution. 

Stephen (TGu Chair): Do you think the requirements here are sufficient, or do you need more detail?

Comment: Would be useful to have more details discussed. We can accept the requirement, but just afraid people may not come with solution later.

Comment: Regarding requirement 1.2, is there any requirement on efficiency for transmit over the air?

Answer: Not sure what is the best way to present that, although we had a lot of discussion in .21 already. Would like to have TGu work on the problem.

Comment: Need to have some concrete proposal to help the TGu to understand what to do.

Comment: So, the requirement will need to come with proposals.

Stephen (TGu Chair): The requirement could come as an attachment to the liaison letter to TGu. We can then respond formally to that.

Comment: Is the objective to add the IEEE802.21 requirement into TGu requirement? Or IEEE802.21 need to submit them individually?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Whatever IEEE802.21 submission to IEEE802.11u needs to go through the formal liaison process at IEEE802 level.

Comment: In TGu, requirements are in different clusters. It is possible that these (cluster of) requirements may not receive any proposals. So, the best way is to provide the details about what you want to do.

Comment: What if there is no proposal received for a cluster/requirement?

Comment: Depends on what the TG want. We can drop it. The requirement would not force us to do anything.

Comment: There is a very good chance that people will provide a proposal in TGu regarding IEEE802.21.

Comment: If you are confident that it will happen, it is OK. 

Comment: These requirements are derived from the proposal in IEEE802.21.

Stephen (TGu Chair): What we have in TGu requirement document is similar to what you have here. But, we have some informative text to address those requirements.

Comment: Having a requirement doesn't necessarily make that into the specification. It is up to people if they are interested in propose a solution to that.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): Confused about whether it is useful to have higher level requirement or detail solution. 

Comment: Two aspects: high level for requirement, and more details needed to make sure that someone will come to do the work.

Stephen (TGu Chair): To take these requirements, we need to go through the same approval process in TGu. They will be approved by IEEE802.11 voting members. Therefore, we will not do it in TGu/IEEE802.21 joint session.

Comment: Another way is to clearly define the interface between IEEE802.21 and IEEE802.11, and agree on the interface. Then, we can know what to do where.

Comment: One way is to have IEEE802.21 to provide a detail solution, and ask TGu to check if it makes sense. 

Comment: The other way is to have a general requirement, and provide more details for TGu people to understand it and work on it.

Comment: How will it be dealt with, if IEEE802.21 just go and submit a proposal to TGu? People still need to understand both the IEEE802.11 and IEEE802.21 to evaluate that.

Comment: Could just have a requirement in TGu saying "do IEEE802.21 stuff". 

Comment: From experience for the collaboration between IEEE802.11 and IEEE802.1, we need to go through the slow and painful process of understanding each other.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Within TGu, we will produce a blanket requirement that it will support IEEE802.21 as a compromise. Any thing relevant to IEEE802.21 will be within the scope. And at the same time liaison will be carried out to address how to deal with the details.

Comment: Current IEEE802.11u PAR did not mention IEEE802.21.

Comment: IEEE802.21 member has no voting right in IEEE802.11. How would the process work? Anything submitted to TGu has to be supported by IEEE802.11u members

Stephen (TGu Chair): That depends on how the volunteer want to do the work.

Comment: There will be different proposals for the cluster for IEEE802.21 related requirements, And, if IEEE802.21 provides a proposal through liaison, most likely TGu members will not support other proposals since they know this one is officially from IEEE802.21.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): If IEEE802.11 requires a proposal through a liaison, it can be done. IEEE802.21 will seek to have a harmonized solution and send it to IEEE802.11.

Comment: No need to worry too much about the procedure. Everything in our specificiation needs to go through the Letter Ballot. There will be comments coming and that could be addressed jointly.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Agree with that.

Comment: Can we summarize the process?

Stephen (TGu Chair): In TGu, we will add a blanket requirement saying that IEEE802.11u specification will support IEEE802.21. Additionally, we will expect IEEE802.21 to send a proposal through liaison to IEEE802.11 and forward to TGu, for TGu to add a solution to its specification. To go through the review process may require some interaction with IEEE802.21 (in joint sessions)

Comment: What is the review process?

Stephen (TGu Chair): We have a down selection process. The down selection will be done for each of the cluster. 

Comment: Do you expect IEEE802.21 proposal through the liaison or individually?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Both.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): IEEE802.21 proposal will come through liaison, and there will not be any other proposal. So, it will be selected.

Stephen (TGu Chair): No. It has to go through normal process, since there is possible other individual would propose. 

Comment: If there is a single proposal. We can still vote it down and state that there is no viable solution. We can choose to down select to zero.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Yes. We have a confirmation process. Prefer not to discuss the detail here.

Comment: The decision is to be made in TGu. How the proposal is sent over doesn't matter. If it is sent from liaison, it probably will be treated a bit more seriously.

Comment: IEEE802.21 solution could solve some requirement in IEEE802.11u, but the IEEE802.21 is also addressing something that is not in IEEE802.11u scope, e.g. the mobility.
Comment: Is it the objective that the solution selected for a cluster will eventually go into the IEEE802.11u spec?

Stephen (TGu Chair): There is no guaranteed that any solution for any of the cluster will be accepted because there is a confirmation voting process.

Comment: It is not the TGu but the IEEE802.11WG that makes the decision on that.

Comment: Do we expect high level solution from IEEE802.21 and TGu to add details?
Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): My understanding was that IEEE802.11 will not allow IEEE802.21 to specify the details. But just now, the discussion concludes that 11 may not want to work on the details. So, IEEE802.21 is expected to come with the details. .

Comment: Does IEEE802.21 think they can meet the time frame?

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): There is already a detail document developed in IEEE802.21. We will be able to meet your timeline.

Comment: We have the review process to guarantee that no overlapping solution will be put into the specification.

Stephen (TGu Chair): If any IEEE802.21 member wants to submit a proposal in IEEE802.11u individually, no one can stop that.

Comment: What happened to the old IEEE802.21 requirement in TGu?
Stephen (TGu Chair): We decided to take out the four requirements in San Francisco meeting, since we felt that it is not proper for TGu member to judge what IEEE802.21 needs.
Comment: If IEEE802.21 is to work on the detail solution, it is doing the majority of the job. Is it feasible to have a joint meeting to continue the same model for the next few meetings? 

Stephen (TGu Chair): Yes. It is for the WG chairs to set up that. 

Comment: Could also arrange for IEEE802.21 to review the IEEE802.11u solutions.

Comment: If IEEE802.11 doesn't understand what is inside the thing transported for IEEE802.21, we may not be able to use the same mechanism in IEEE802.11 for other purpose, e.g. TGr.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): IEEE802.21 document could be accessible from the ieee802 (group) private area.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): As for what information is transported, it could be obtained from IEEE802.21 draft.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Is it possible for IEEE802.21 chair to present to TGu IEEE802.21's proposal? We can then consider that in TGu.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): Will check IEEE802.21 members for that. 

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): For IEEE802.11u member, is IEEE802.21 alien to them? It would be better for them to know IEEE802.21 so that proposal will be understood.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Wouldn’t that be obvious in the proposal itself?

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): Proposal is only the changes to be applied to IEEE802.11.

Comment: It would be good to have a few slides to summarize what the process is.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Could do that. Also need to have exchange of documents.

Comment: There are something in IEEE802.21 that are out of scope of TGu. Not sure how to handle that problem. Can TGu address these issues out of their PAR?

Stephen (TGu Chair): We cannot address issues that are not in our PAR. If IEEE80.21 passes a proposal to TGu, they should only have bits that are relevant to IEEE802.11. Otherwise, it would be rejected. 

Comment: There could be also other groups to work on the issue in IEEE802.11. TGu is not the only group.

Comment: Capability bit may not in TGu PAR, and link layer commands is not in TGu PAR. 

Stephen (TGu Chair): TGu is about interworking services.

Comment: Information service is in the scope. 

Stephen (TGu Chair): Yes.

Comment: Regarding requirement 3.1, 3.2, are these in scope for TGu?

Comment: That might be nearer to TGv or TGr.

Stephen (TGu Chair): The conclusion is that it may not all fit into TGu. There could be a split. But that is the discretion of member of TGu or even all IEEE802.11 members. We cannot just say yes or no here.

Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): The summary is that TGu's preference is to have a blanket requirement, and IEEE802.21 will develop the proposal as detail as possible. TGu member will have their own sight to decide what is in the scope.

Comment: Can we have two IEEE802.21 clusters for IS and ES/CS?

Comment: Not feel it is necessary.

Comment: Can TGu Chair (Stephen) find out how TGu member can get hold of the IEEE802.21 document?

Stephen (TGu Chair) Will talk to Ajay to find out details.

3.12.3 Discussion on TGu Requirement R5M2 (05/822r5)


Ajay (IEEE802.21 Chair): What does it mean by “same network”?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Same BSS.

Comment: Is there a similar requirement in L2 in the scope?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Not now.

Comment: If it is at L2, that is what TGr is about.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Yes. That is why we also forwarded it to TGr.

Comment: It is not the same BSS, it is the same subnet.

Comment: This is not in the scope of TGr.

Comment: Yes. The question is if that is for L2 (or network).
The session is recessed until Thursday.


4.
Tuesday morning Session: (17th November 2005, 0800 -- 1000)

4.13 TGu/TGv Joint session postponed to next meeting
Modified Agenda 1060r4 is approved with unanimous consent.
4.14
Virtual AP issues (05/1120r1 & 05/1219r0) Subbu Ponnuswamy

Comment: Legacy STA will join the base AP instead of the virtual AP. 

Answer: Yes.

Comment: The broadcast bit need to be extended further, assuming the virtual AP AID is the first one.
Answer: Yes.

Stephen (TGu Chair): How do you see this fit into the TGu requirement?
Answer: It is originally submitted to TGv. We want a way to do virtual AP, not care where to do that.

Comment: TGu is not working to define the virtual APs. 

Comment: For us, the virtual AP does not solve the TGu problems.

Comment: The attempt here is not to define virtual AP. It is more of the multiple SSID problem. That is where it helps.

Comment: The problem still exists. STA still needs to find out which of the SSID to use..

Comment: This proposal will help the STA to do the query

Comment: There are other mechanisms that don't need to query at all.

Comment: If there is a mechanism that doesn't need query at all, it is OK. But if you need to query, it needs to do it efficiently.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Would like to invite Subbu to come back in Jan to clarify what needs to do in different groups.

Comment: In roaming case, STA needs to send a query of what your home network is. Need to be careful about that. Some mechanism allow query to come in and find there are multiple SSIDs.
Comment: There are two issues. The operators share the network, and in additional, STA still wants to find out if it can authenticate to the network. It will be coupled to see how that can solve the network select issue.

Comment: May need a combination of the techniques. 

4.15 E911 issues
4.15.1 Emergency Call Support (05/1096r0) Mike Moreton
Comment: Does the STA or the network need to support E911, or both?

Answer: The network, e.g. AP, needs to indicate it supports, and the STA also needs to understand that.

Comment: Now, does FCC forces the operator or the STA to support?

Comment: No requirement at the moment, but it may come later.

Comment: FCC makes requirements on the overall functionality, not the equipment.

Comment: Who is the "we" referring to?

Comment: There could be an advertisement to indicate the support of IEEE802.11u, but that depends on the proposal. 

Comment: Seems that the first bullet imply some solution. But, not sure that is the only one. Could be done at higher layer.

Comment: it is just to say that we will need to have an architecture to support multiple virtual network.

Comment: Is this a requirement?

Comment: This is not a requirement. It is talking about solution. Who is going to define the virtual network for the E911? There are 3GPP E911, 3GPP/2 E911, etc. That is not in the TGu scope

Comment: It is just saying that there is a possibility. It depends on the proposal.

Comment: There is a difference between virtual AP and virtual network. 
Comment: There could be a 1 to 1 mapping relationship.
Comment: But that is implementation specific. The concepts are different.

Comment: These are all out of scope of this group. They are all for higher layer. 

Comment: It is about L2 encapsulation.

Comment: Why it is needed? Why need to bring higher layer function to lower laye?
Comment: That apply to all the L2 functions we are trying to do here.
Comment: The encapsulation is L2, but for the emergency call center to call back, an authentication is needed.

Comment: But there is no SIM. 

Comment: In different country that may be different. Call back maybe necessary for emergency in certain countries. 

Comment: It is possible to call back even without SIM. The traffic segmentation is not higher layer function.

Comment: VLAN could be used to do that.

Comment: VLAN is not higher layer function.

Comment: But, it doesn't need to be standardized.

Comment: Would like to see a solution that can do segmentation without L2 function. Do not think it is possible.

Comment: Would the IP add be reliable enough to do the call back?

Comment: Not sure. Using a device ID?

Comment: The MAC address would be useful.

Comment: Not sure that could be done.

Comment: Regarding the monitoring issue, some temp keys could be used. Without pre-set credential, it is subject to Men-in-the-middle attack. But that is not likely to be a problem for this. Comment: There is a requirement for MAC anonymity. Does that impact the E911 support?
Comment: MAC address can be changed. Seems hard to support.
Comment: Last bullet is not consistent with cellular. The AP doesn't know about the SIP, or whatever higher layer protocol. 
Comment: It doesn't have to be consistent.

Comment: But this would be implemented by the 3GPP/2 operators. It is better to have consistency. 
Comment: Need to look at the best solution. Not all network will be IMS. 

Comment: It is much better to have a solution that let IEEE802.11 to setup the channel for the traffic to flow go through. The rest, e.g. call set up, has nothing to do with IEEE802.11, because we don't know how many need to be supported there. IEEE802.11 layer has no knowledge about what is happing.

Comment: If we know that the traffic needs to go to a specific small range of address, it is better to have a server in the network.

Comment: There are other issues, e.g. three class of frames, the E911 needs to be data frames. To do that, class 1 & 2 processes need to take place. How would these get through?

Comment: There is the open authentication.
Comment: Does IEEE802.11i allow that?

Comment: Yes.

Comment: Is that similar for IEEE802.16 and WiMAX? 

Comment: No.
Comment: Will ask this in excom

Comment: The feature how IEEE802.16 works is very different from IEEE802.11. Not sure we will have a common solution.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Would like to invite Mike to come back in Jan with more details.
Stephen (TGu Chair): There is a liaison letter to 3GPP in last meeting.

Comment: There is a timing issue. IMS is in Rel7, which will be fixed in end of 2006. But, TGu may not end then. 3GPP may have a solution by end of 2006.

Comment: Any solution will be limited without L2 support.
4.15.2 Support for emergency calls (05/1119r0) Alistair Buttar

Comment: Slide 4, EAS, will that go to WLAN?

Comment: Yes. Some broadcast mechanism could be used, e.g. 3GPP MBMS. DVB-H.
Comment: IEEE802.11k only has the container, but doesn't have real information. 

Comment: We may want to update the requirement text.

Comment: Has the lawful interception been considered?

Comment: Not Yet. We may need some external advice on that issue.

Comment: GETS. Is that going to apply to what TGu is doing?

Comment: It does not apply to TGu, more for internet instead.

Comment: Legal interception. There is nothing to be done in L2.

Comment: It is independent from access.

Comment: Difficult to allow EAS in L2. Probably will be an application layer thing.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Would like to invite the presenter to come back in Jan with more details.

Stephen: Would also like to have some Japanese aspects covered. Maybe we can have a E911 session in Jan meeting.
4.16 IEEE802.21 Requirement

Suggested Motion Text:

Accept the following text as a TGu requirement for proposal and include it in the requirement

Comment: There is no detail. 

Comment: the objective is agreeable. Regarding the bit, we don't know the details, we don't know what to do.

Stephen (TGu Chair): We just want a single general require for IEEE802.11 to support IEEE802.21.
Comment: We can change text. 

Stephen (TGu Chair): Do we want a general requirement?

Comment: Do they have a fix solution?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Not sure.

Comment: IEEE802.11u can speak for IEEE802.11. So, it should be IEEE802.11u to ask IEEE802.11 whether IEEE802.21 should be supported. IEEE802.11 may not decide to have that in TGu.

Comment: What happens if we don't have this? We need some place holder so that IEEE802.21 proposal can be accept to be consider here.

Comment: IEEE802.21 has a requirement doc. Should we wait for it be frozen? We cannot wait for a frozen version.

Comment: We may need to set a reference to a set of document. Also, its scope may need to be clarified. 
Comment: All the IEEE802.21 issue should be in scope for TGu based on the PAR.

Comment: Some requirements from IEEE802.21 are relevant to network management, and thus should be relevant to TGv.

Comment: There is some gray area.

Comment: How long is TGv open for input?
Comment: They have a set of areas. If those fit in, they could be accepted.
Coment: TGu was an entry point for IEEE802.21 to IEEE802.11. That should still stand. 

Comment: IEEE802.21 now is considering some mobility issues that need to be pushed down to IEEE802.11. Not sure that is fully in IEEE802.11u scope.

Comment: Maybe we should still maintain being the contact point.
Comment: We cannot do that. It has to be in the IEEE802.11 WG level.

Comment: Why it is required?

Comment: It is to be put in a separate cluster.

Comment: Want to know why it mentioned AP. Does that allow for STA?

Comment: Would need to update the text
Session recessed for the break.
5.
Tuesday morning Session: (17th November 2005, 1030 -- 1230)

5.16 IEEE802.21 Requirement
Motion 3:

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

Provide a mechanism to support Media Independent Handoff capability

Informative Note: This is a single requirement enabling IEEE802.11u to support Media Independent Handoff (IEEE802.21 Project) requirements that are in cope for IEEE802.11u. The objectives of the IEEE802.21 project are described in the requirement document 21-05-0446-00-0000-802-11-requirements.doc. 

Proposed: Stefano Faccin 

Seconded: Mike Moreton 

Result (for/against/abstain):  12,0,0
5.17 Down selection procedure (05/1155r0) Mike Moreton
Comment: We have a Misc. cluster. What are we going to do with that?

Comment: Will discuss that when we go to the new requirement doc.

Stephen: Can u clarify for e.g. for .21 cluster, when there is no proposal passes confirmation, what will happen
Answer: We restart from the old proposals.

Comment: If there is only one on the table.

Comment: Same. Keep on going to the confirmation

Comment: Can we drop it out?

Comment: We need to have some common sense to address this scenario.

Motion 4:

Move that TGu approve document 11-05-1155r0, as a task group document.

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Eleanor Hepworth

Result: 9/0/4
Comment: After the initial presentation, at the third step “discard the unmerged proposals”, who will discard? Is the group discard or the individual?

Comment: Important is whether it is still partial. 
Comment: If the proposal claims to be partial, it would be discarded at this stage. If it claims to be full, and if there are people object to that, the group would vote if it is partial. 
Comment: Can we accept proposal saying that certain requirement should be discarded?
Comment: If people agree on that, it would be accepted..

Comment: If a proposal demonstrated that a requirement cannot be done,  could the requirement be deleted?
Stephen (TGu Chair): Yes. It requires 75% vote to pass.
Comment: What is the status of the "optional" requirements?

Comment: They don't count.

5.18 Authorisation Information for Interworking (05/1138r1) Hong Cheng

Two additional requirements text proposed

Motion 5:

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

Define functionality by which the use of information defined in R3S1 at AP can be made known to the STA.

Informative Notes: Information defined in R3S1, originated from the SSPN, may need to be coupled with the AP local policy or status to decide the actual service to be offered to the STA. The result of this adaptation should be made known to STA, so that it would not resort to try and fail to find out what are the actual authorisation information in use by the AP.
Comment: Can you think of any scenarios where this would be used?
Answer: Yes. For example, when a dynamic policy control is used in the AP to decide the actual service to be provided to the STA.

Comment: This seems to be about higher layer access control and authentication.

Answer: It can be done with higher layer, but requires AP to export information to higher layer, and requires end to end signaling. 
Comment: But high speed roaming may then fail.

Comment: This is no required at the MAC layer. It could be done with EAP.

Answer. EAP is end to end, and does not allow AP to insert information in.
Comment: There is possible way to change EAP to achieve that.

Proposed: Hong Cheng

Seconded: Eleanor Hepworth

Result (for/against/abstain):3,2,9

Motion failed.
Another suggested requirement text:
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 “Optional”.

Define the functionality to allow a STA to retrieve information from an AP before authentication in a network where R3N2 or R3N3 is supported.

Informative Notes: When a AP is shared by multiple SSPNs, or a STA has multiple credentials, the query results may depend on the SSPN or credential it associated with. This requirement addresses the case when STA is not yet authenticated, and thus the SSPN and the credential it intended to use is not known to the AP in advance.

Comment: This is modifying the response from the SSPNs.

Answer: It is not about SSPN information. It is to allow STA query local information based on SSPN it associated with.

Comment: Not sure what the word query means.

Answer: It means, e.g. Probe/Response in the current IEEE802.11. But, would like to avoid Probe/Response since it is solution. 


More offline discussion would be done. The motion will be brought back next meeting.

5.19
Approval of task group working documents
New version of the requirement document is uploaded 05/0822r7
The Misc cluster is split into two sections: General and Individual
Text to be updated for the requirement document online to generate a new version 05/0822r8.
There is no objection to produce the new version of the document on screen. 
Updated requirement document (05/0822r8) is uploaded onto the server for the voting, and there is no objection to that.

Motion 6:

Move that TGu approve that the functional requirements document 11-05-0822r8, as task group document.

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Second: Eleanor Hepworth

Result: (for,against,abstain) 13,0,1
Motion passed.
Motion 7:

Move that TGu approve document 11-05-0355r7, as a task group document

Proposed: Sabine Demel

Seconded: Thomas Haslestad

Result: (for,against,abstain) 12,0,2
Motion passed.
5.20 Call for Proposals

Suggested Motion text:

Move that TGu approves the Call for Proposals and requests IEEE802.11 WG Chair to issue an appropriate announcement,


Comment: When will we start the merging process?
Comment: The 30 days requirement is hard for next meeting.

Stephen (TGu Chair): So, we will start down selection from March.

Motion 8:

Move that TGu approves the Call for Proposals and requests IEEE802.11 WG chair to issue an appropriate announcement.

The deadline for these proposals will be 30 days prior to the March 2006 meeting.

Comment: The first official presentation of proposals is to be done in March.

Comment: That is just the presentation. There will also be others, e.g. text.
Stephen (TGu Chair): There will be lots of mergers. We will go along TGr route. We will only require presentation for the first round

Proposed: Mike Moreton

Seconded: Sabine Demel

Result: (for,against,abstain) 13,0,0
Motion passed.
Comment: Why it needs to be 30 day?
Comment: We could discuss about that next meeting.

Stephen (TGu Chair): Since it is formal, we better allow others to have time to go through them.

5.21 3GPP2 LS (05/1143r0) Stefano Faccin
Stefano: We need to generate a LS in Jan meeting.

5.22 Teleconf Requirement:

There is no teleconference required.
5.23 Timeline document discussion (05/049r4)
 The time line is update to 05/049r5.

5.24 Prepare for the Jan meeting

There will be joint sessions with TGv and IEEE802.21

Comment: Do we need a session with TGw?

Stephen (TGu Chair): Could have an one hour joint session. Will talk to Jesse about it.

5.25 Measurement of the probe (05/1224r0)
Will present again in Jan.

5.26 AOB

Meeting adjourned till January meeting.

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