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Executive Summary:

Documents discussed:

1. Latest Draft Requirement Document 05/822r10 (updated by motion, and will be revised to r11)

2. Updated Timeline Document 06/701r1
3. Incoming Liaisons

3GPP SA3; (06/556r0)

3GPP2 TSG-S, TSG-X; (06/617r0)
TR41 (Initially discussed in WNG) (06/720r1)

4. TGu Vision Document (06/550r0)

5. Problem statement document

a. Network Selection Problem Statement (06/542r1)

b. Emergency Call Problem Statement (05/616r0)

6. Twelve proposals were presented
a. Proposal for Authentication Cluster (06/613r0) 
b. Proposal for Online Enrolment Cluster (06/275r1)
c. Proposal for E911 Support (06/681r0)

d. External QoS Mapping (06/267r2)

e. Proposal for SSPN Interface Cluster (06/278r2)

f. Proposal for Network Selection (06/662r0)

g. Proposal for Network Selection (06/499r3)

h. Restriction of Probe (06/709r1)

i. Proposal for Network Discovery (06/629r0)

j. Proposal for User Plane Cluster (06/279r1)

k. Proposal for Emergency Services Support (06/290r1)

l. Proposal for MIH Cluster (06/289r1)

7. One presentation postponed to July meeting

a. Proposal for Protection Cluster (06/501r0)
4 motions were raised during the sessions. 
Down Selection procedure was postponed to July meeting.
Teleconferences time updated: 

- 21st June 2006 10:00ET

Chair: Stephen McCann
Secretary: Hong Cheng

1. Tuesday Morning Session: (16th May 2006 1030 - 1230)

1.1 Meeting called to order by the chair at 10:30
Chair reminded members of signing attendance. 
1.2 
Review of the IEEE 802 and IEEE 802.11 policies & procedures (06/551r2)

Chair went through the policies and procedures. Chair went through the patent ruling from PatCom. Chair reminded members of copyright issue regarding the contributions. 
1.3 
Approval of the March 2006 minutes (06/531r0)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent

1.4
Approval of the March 2006 Ad Hoc session minutes (06/532r0)

The minutes were approved by unanimous consent
1.5
Approval of Teleconference minutes (06/583r0)


The minutes were approved by unanimous consent
1.6
Approval of Agenda (06/551r3)

Comment: Request to have presentation of proposal 06/290r1 on Wednesday.
Meeting recessed for 5 minutes to adjust the agenda items.
No objection was received for splitting presentations of proposals of the same cluster (User Plane and Emergency Services) into two different days.
The amended agenda was approved by unanimous consent.

1.7 
Review of last meeting (06/504r0)
The chair reviewed the activities of last TGu session during the March 2006 Plenary meeting.
1.8
Document Review
Several documents were prepared based on comments received during last meeting:

- TGu Vision Document (06/550r0)

- Network Selection Problem Statement (06/542r1)

- Emergency Call Problem Statement (05/616r0)

The latest TGu requirements document (05/822r10)
Comment: There is no need to go through these documents in this meeting, since they have been available for quite some time.

Comment: The documents are already quite clear on what the group is doing.

Chair: We should compile all problem statements document into one.

Comment: Agree.

Chair: We will set that as a long term goal.

Chair: There were requests to update the requirement document to be a 2006 (numbered) document. This was brought to the WG chair. However, due to the cross reference and revision number dependency, it is decided to leave it with 2005 document number.

Comment: The TGu vision document has a list of use cases. For the first one, is that a L2 thing or just higher layer issue? Suggest adding in the separation of the layers (what needs to be done at L2)

Chair: Agree. Should we go through it now?

Comment: To go through it at end the week. We can either work on it, based on what we currently have, or send it to the TGu mailing list (ML) for comments.
1.9
Liaisons 
1.9.1
Liaison letter from 3GPP SA3 (06/556r0)
Chair: Do we need to respond to this liaison letter?

Comment: There is some additional information regarding this liaison. In 3GPP SA2, the issue is also discussed. 3GPP SA2 will talk to SA3 and come back with a 3GPP stand point of view. It might worth waiting for further information from 3GPP before response.

Chair: It is also too early for us to respond, since we don't have much progress on MAC address anonymity.

Comment: There is a motion regarding the MAC address anonymity later this afternoon, maybe it can be decided after that.

Chair: We will decide later this week.
1.9.2
Liaison letter from 3GPP2 TSG-S and TSG-X (06/617r0)

Chair: The liaison officer to 3GPP2 can no longer perform the duty. Would anyone like to volunteer for this position?
  
Comment: Is there any update on IEEE802.21?

Chair: There is no formal liaison to IEEE802.21. The WG chair feels that the response to IEEE802.21 needs come from the whole WG, instead of just TGu. We can generate a liaison from TGu, but it still needs to be reviewed by all other TGs. 

  
Chair: Will talk to the IEEE802.21 chair to see how to take the relationship forward.
1.10 Down Selection Postponement (06/700r2)

Proposed Motion text: Move to postpone TGu down selection step 4-7, as stated in document 11-05-0618r1 for the following clusters

  - Emergency Services

  - Network Selection

  - User plane

Chair: When we vote, should we vote on the functional description or the normative text?

  
Comment: We should vote on normative text. 

  
Chair: Does anyone has normative text ready to be voted this week?

  
Comment: We should postpone the whole procedure to July, and wait for normative text.

Suggested Straw poll: Down selection voting (step 4-7) should be based on normative text, as opposed to just a description of functionality.

Comment: We should not demand this, since it asks lots of work to be done before next meeting. The conversion into normative text should not be too difficult. The idea presentation is more important.

Comment: Support that. There might be lot of work to be done between down selection and actual normative text.

  
Comment: We need some sorts of details to understand proposals.

Chair: The normative text is the text going to the amendments. That might require lots of work.

Straw Poll: Down selection voting (step 4-7) should be based on normative text, as opposed to just a description of functionality.

Result (for-against-abstain): 17-6-2

Motion 1: Move to postpone TGu down selection steps 4-7 until the July 2006 meeting.

Moved by: Necati Canpolat
Seconded: Zhonghui Yao

Comment: Does it mean that the down selection result will be one proposal for each cluster?
Chair: The vote is to eliminate cluster proposals, not to do a confirmation vote.
Comment: Could do the confirmation vote for each cluster at the same time, if possible.
Chair: Actually, that would be ok.
Result (for-against-abstain):  13-1-2
Motion passed.
Session recessed for lunch break
2. Tuesday Afternoon Session (16th May 2006 1330 - 1530)

Meeting called to order at 1330.

2.11 
TGu requirement change motion (06/710r0) Necati Canoplat
Proposed motion text: Move to direct the TGu Editor to merge "Online Enrolment Cluster" item R10E1 into "Network Selection Cluster" and remove the remaining optional items R10E2 R10E4 and R10E5 in TGu Requirements doc 05/0822r10

Comment: Does this proposal also make the optional requirement merged into the network selection cluster?

Answer: The proposal is only regarding the “Required” requirement. And, we haven't seen any proposal for optional requirements.
Comment: How would it work to address proposals for those requirements? Where does it go (if there is a proposal for the optional requirement)?
Comment: It will be voted by the group at that time. This motion changes the scope of the group, there is no reason why we cannot change it again later.

Comment: What is the advantage of merging now? We can merge the mechanism after the down selection.
Answer: This is to clarify what the TGu scope is. 

Comment: Merging means including that (requirement) into the network selection cluster, and the resulted cluster will still be the network selection?

Answer: Yes.

Motion 2: Move to direct the TGu Editor to merge "Online Enrolment Cluster" item R10E1 into "Network Selection Cluster" and remove the remaining optional items R10E2 R10E4 and R10E5 in TGu Requirements doc 05/0822r10

Moved: Necati Canoplat
Seconded: Rajneesh Kumar
Result: (for-against-abstain) 8-0-10
Motion passed.
Suggested motion text: Move to direct the editor to remove "Protection Cluster" in TGu Requirements doc 05/0822r10. The document will then be updated to r11.

Comment: The solution might be difficult, but not the requirement itself. The requirement is derived from the needs from market place. We have gone through the understanding of the needs for that.

Necati: The needs (e.g. from 3GPP) may not fit into the 11u.

Comment: From requirement point of view, from the market, it is currently for the WLAN to provide this function. If later it needs to be provided in 16, 15, etc, it would be done. And there is no point for us to speculate on the solution at this moment. 

Necati: We still need to rectify from 802.11 point of view. MAC address impacts a lot.

Comment: The arguments may only apply to the solution, not the requirement.

Comment: To implement a solution, there is complexity. Reason for rejecting the requirement is that it comes from cellular world. It is a macro network issue, and it may not apply in micro network, e.g. IEEE802.11.

Motion 3: Move to direct the editor to remove "Protection Cluster" in TGu Requirements doc 05/0822r10. The document will then be updated to r11.

Moved: Necati Canoplat
Seconded: Zhonghui Yao
Result (for-against-abstain): 10-4-5

Chair: Motion passed.
Srinivas Sreemanthula: I object. The motion should fail since it is a technical motion and needs 75 per cent to pass. (The vote result is 71.4% approval rate)

Chair: Agree. The previous motion failed.

Comment: Was the speaker counted in?

Chair: Yes.

Comment: Is it specified that this is a technical motion? And, are people aware of that?
Chair: In the down selection procedure, it is stated that changes to the requirements are treated as technical.

Chair: If the speaker wants the group to reconsider the issue, the speaker can bring another motion before the group.
Motion failed.

2.12
New User Plane Requirement Motion (06/611r0) Hong Cheng
Suggested motion text: 
Move that a new requirement be added to the User Plane cluster as stated in document 05/822r10 with status “Required”.  The document will then be updated to r11.

Information: The requirement text states:

R10U4 : The traffic of different users over the air interface needs to be segregated in such a way that one user does not receive traffic intended for another.

Comment: This brings changes to the broadcast domain, and should be objected.

Answer: How to meet this requirement is solution space issue. The solution may not require major changes.

Comment: Is this about providing several broadcast domain within the BSS.
Answer: Sort of. The target is to support the sharing of the physical network.

Motion 4: Move that a new requirement be added to the User Plane cluster as stated in document 05/822r10 with status “Required”.  The document will then be updated to r11.

Information: The requirement text states:

R10U4 : The traffic of different users over the air interface needs to be segregated in such a way that one user does not receive traffic intended for another.
Moved: Hong Cheng

Seconded by: Takashi Aramaki

Result: (for-against-abstain) 3-6-7

Motion failed.
2.13 
Proposal for Authentication Cluster (06/613r0) Liangyao Mo
Comment: In section 2.2, why AP needs its own address instead of the BSSID?

Answer: The BSSID can also be used. 

Comment: How would STA know what key to decrypt the packet?

Answer: There could be different PTK for different virtual links.

Comment: How would the STA know which key to use?
Answer: It could be based on virtual link ID or addresses. 
2.14 
Proposal for Online Enrolment Cluster (06/275r1) Wolfgang Groeting
Comment: It is not clear whether authentication required means an automatic authentication, or an ad hoc approval. 

Answer: Authentication means that security association is set prior at the STA.

Comment: Should make the interpretation clear. Manual or automatic.

Answer: Could consider more on the use case raised. 

2.15 Proposal for E911 Support (06/681r0) Marian Rudolf
Note: E911 refers to Emergency Call services in North America

Comment: Is that needs to be provided in home environment?

Answer: The solution will support such environment even though it is not required explicitly.
Comment: Supporting roaming, etc., may require more function than the bottom the line AP can provide

Answer: Having those supported will make the solution future proof.

Comment: Does it mean that the network is open to allow STA to access other services?
Answer: To allow limited services only. The purpose is to allow the similar behavior as GSM network. User can only have traffic route to the emergency service center. The whole solution may be more than 802.11 can standardize.
Comment: Why it is important to drop the current association? (and then access E911)

Answer: Based on the practice, to do an E911 call, you do not need to continue existing call.

Answer: Losing L2 association does not really mean deregister from higher layer call managers.

Comment: Layer 2 association could be mapped to VLANs.
Answer: Inter-operability may be a problem if it (dropping current association) is left optional.
Answer: Losing L2 association is not a big issue to worry about since the protocol design may take care of that so it would not affect higher layer registration.
Session recessed for the break.
3.
Tuesday afternoon session: (16th May 2006 1600 - 1800)

Meeting called to order by the chair at 1600.
3.15
Proposal for E911 Support (06/681r0) Marian Rudolf (continued)

Comment: There are cases that call manager is not suppose to handle the local E911 calls

Comment: It will help to include a reference architecture. What is the local call manager, who provides it, etc. 

Comment: That is the application layer issue. Who provides it is out scope of TGu.

Comment: There is an architecture for that already. For information purposes, a presentation can be made in July.

3.16
External QoS Mapping (06/267r2) Dave Stephenson
3.17
Proposal for SSPN Interface Cluster (06/278r2) Hong Cheng
Comment: Does this assume tight coupling of the SSPN and 802.11 AN?
Answer: It specifies no coupling methods. The only requirement is an AAA path between SSPN and 802.11 AN. The coupling method is out of scope.

3.18
Proposal for Network Selection (06/662r0) Dave Stephenson
Comment: On slide 19, what is the rationale of assigning the multicast address? Why not use the unicast address of the STA?

Answer: The multicast address is used for response since other STA could also listen to that address to obtain the information.

Comment: It may have impact on location privacy. An intruder can put all the frames together, since everything is in state 1, and they are clear. 

Comment: There is a similar presentation about network selection tomorrow, maybe some similarity can be found then.
Comment: Does it mean that the actual advertisements are carried via higher layer for N1 N2 N4 (slide 4)? And they should be removed from TGu.
Comment: The call flow, ARIE, and the action frame all requires some changes to the MAC layer. Therefore, it seems there are some cross layer interactions.
Answer: Will try to separate the layer thing. This generic mechanism should accommodate any solution. 
Comment: How to do network selection in handover?

Answer: In handover, the STA is already associated. STA can request information using that association. 
Comment: One case is from one network to another network, and the other is in the same network

Answer: Handover is out of scope of TGu. If the higher layer mobility management can make use of the TGu network selection solution, it is great. But it is not for TGu to define.

Comment: There could be multiple multicast action frames. How to manage the bandwidth in case there are several pending requests?
Answer: This need not to be specified at the air interface. AP has the means to decide how to manage it. 
3.19
Timeline review (06/701r0) 


Comment: We can do the rest of the down selection steps in July also.

Chair: It is possible. Will come back to the timeline discussion during the Wednesday session. 

The session is recessed until Wednesday.
4.
Wednesday Afternoon Session: (17th May 2006 1330 -1530)

Meeting called to order at 1330 by the chair.

4.20
Proposal for Network Selection (06/499r3) Srinivas Sreemanthula
Comment: The header needs to be changed to align with the file name

Comment: If the relationship between ESS and SSPN changes, e.g. a SSPN drop of the list, the ESS name would change too. It would better to separate the ESSID and the name.

Srini: Backend control protocol would be able to re-configure the AP automatically, and change of roaming agreement would not be that often.

Comment: These (ESSID and External Network IDs) are two orthogonal identifiers, 

Srini: Agree. External network ID can be separated.

Comment: Why need the ESS name? ESS ID can serve as the name. What is the extra info to be placed in the name?

Srini: Will sort out that in July (with updates)

Comment: Would it be (slide8) possible to use Mobility Domain for the purpose?

Srini: That is also a possibility. However, mobility domain may not match to the SSPN capability and roaming agreements.
4.21
Restriction of Probe (06/709r1) Hitoshi Morioka

The proposal is 06/274r1.
Comment: What is the impact of the proposal? Is this in the scope of TGu?

Hitoshi: It applies to R9N1. The proposal document is 06/274r1. This presentation is just an addition to the original proposal

Chair: Would you produce any normative text for July meeting? 

Hitoshi: Would do that, and also interested in merging with other proposals.
4.22 
Proposal for Network Discovery (06/629r0) Dave Stephenson

Comment: This is going too much like a GSM system.

Dave: The assumption is that we need to provide such information. However there are overhead involved. We can decide whether it is good later.

Comment: To spread information into several beacons is an implementation thing. Does not current specification allow that?

Dave: The basic idea is that the AP should control the overhead. How to do that could be considered. More details could be discussed offline.


4.23 Proposal for User Plane Cluster (06/055r2) Hong Cheng
The proposal text is in 06/279r1.

Comment: Earlier in the presentation you wanted to add a default map to 802.11

Answer: Yes. This is mainly for the admission control purpose at the AP. This is policy issue and may depend on subscription. Operator’s configuration needs to be honored. 
Comment: Is this mapping table available in the annex? Would it make different mapping used in access network unusable?
Answer: The mapping will be decided by the external network (QoS policy), not the AP. 

Comment: But you cannot have a fixed table within the IEEE 802.11 standard, since different network can choose different DSCP mapping.
Answer: Yes of course. There will be different mapping tables in different scenarios. The one from 3GPP serves as an example. 
Comment: Even so, you can not use a fixed table, since it may conflict with other networks.
Answer: Local network can still use different mapping for their own services. Dynamic mapping distribution mechanism is also provided to pass such mapping to the STA. 
Session recessed for the break.
5.
Wednesday Afternoon Session: (17th May 2006 1600 - 1800) 
Meeting called to order at 1600
5.24
Proposal for Emergency Service Support (06/290r1) Necati Canoplat
Authors are currently working on merging and development of normative text. There is nothing important to update during this session. Will present in great detail in July meeting. 
Meeting recessed for 5 minutes for agenda fixing.

5.25
Emergency Call Support Problem Statement (06/616r0)

The Chair went through the problem statement.
5.26 
TR.41 liaison to IEEE802.11 (06/720r1)
Comment: TI1057 allows APs to obtain information about the location and provide that in the emergency calls. 

Comment: TGv just adopted a mechanism for the STA to obtain location info. TGk also provides similar capability.

Comment: They (TGv) may remove that.

Comment: Would this allow break into an AP?

Chair: It is covered in the problem statement. The DoS attack cannot be prevented.

Comment: The usage model would decide on the solution and architecture. And only until then we can know what this is about, and what can be done.

Comment: For pre-empt, existing mechanism e.g. 11e will allow it. But it needs to be addressed directly. Secondly, the preemption may cause some issue, e.g. drop the wrong call. 

Comment: Needs more discussion.
5.27 
Proposal for Protection Cluster (06/501r0) Srinivas Sreemanthula 
The presentation is to be postponed to July meeting. 
5.28
Proposal for MIH Cluster (06/289r1) Ronny Kim


This proposal is still in the process of merging. More text will be presented in July meeting. 
5.29
Timeline document review (06/701r1) 


Comment: What does step 4-13 mean?

Chair: That is to down select and carry out confirmation vote as defined in document 05/618r1.
Chair: I hope that each proposal will be allocated 1 hour for presentation.

5.30
Teleconference requirements


One teleconference was approved in March meeting: 21st June 2006 09:00ET
Comment: Would the problem statements be combined for the teleconference?

Chair: All the finished problem statement will be sent to the editor to generate one document.


Comment: Suggest changing the time to 1000 ET.


Chair: Ok, would request that during the closing Friday plenary session. 

5.31 AOB

Motion to adjourn passed with unanimous consent. 

Meeting adjourned till July meeting.
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