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1. Introduction

The WLAN Drafting Group has labored for over a two years now producing TS 23.234, and has come a tremendous distance in the content of the document.  Unfortunately, the document has become a collection of different styles and approaches, making it difficult to read and understand.  Sections dedicated to principles that were used to guide the drafting the later sections of the document still remain, and make it unclear if the “principle” or the text resulting from that “principle” should be the controlling text.  Statements exist in the document which are difficult to understand and/or explain, even for those of us who have attended most of the meetings!
HP would like to raise the issue of the readability of the document, and suggest some paths to take.  
2. Analysis 
Work on getting text into the original versions of TS 23.234 was difficult, and in many cases text was accepted simply to make progress.  Often these were presented as “bullet lists” where a statement was agreed. This has resulted, however, in many sections not flowing smoothly together, and several statements having overlapping ideas.  Take, for example, this statement from Section 5.1:

“WLAN Access Authorization shall occur upon the success of the authentication procedure. It shall take into account the user's subscription profile and optionally information about the WLAN AN, such as WLAN AN operator name, WLAN AN location information (e.g., country, telephone area code, city), WLAN AN throughput (e.g., maximum and minimum bandwidth guarantees for both ingress and egress traffic).  This information is used to enable use-case scenarios like location based authentication/authorization, location based billing / customer care, and location based service offerings.”
While most of us would agree that this is a good statement, I believe most of us would also agree the current TS does not provide procedures to do this work.  It is also mostly a statement, and has very few “requirements” involved.  Having this statement in the TS, however, makes it appear that all Access Points are expected to report their area code or city… and this is not (to my understanding) the case at this time.  It was a good goal at the time of the original writing, but is no longer appropriate for a Stage Two specification.

There is also a distinct lack of “high level explanation” in the text to provide an intellectual framework on which to understand the rest of the document.  This sort of text is generally required to support a company’s position, and so has been lacking in the past.  The result, however, is a document that is difficult to use, and has many delegates spending a lot of time explaining… and not necessarily in the same way!

3. Recommendation
There are several ways this situation could be rectified, including appointing a single rappeture again to address just the readability issues.   This could also be done on a “section-by-section” basis, with different individuals responsible for a given part of the document and operating as a small committee for the document as a whole.  The WLAN Drafting group should clearly state their charter, which would NOT include technical modifications, but would include selecting the appropriate section for a requirement to be stated, and having that requirement removed from other locations in the document.  The goal would be to have a document that stands by itself and can be understood without delegate intervention.

Given that other groups (NGN, UMA) are looking at this work, it would seem especially appropriate to pay attention to this topic at this time.




















































































































































































