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1.1. Introduction, Agenda, elections

1.1.1. Meeting called to order by DJ Johnson 10:30. 

1.1.2. Secretary – Michael Glenn Williams

1.1.3. AJ moves to approve, Kamel second approval of agenda. The agenda is approved with unanimous consent.

1.1.4. Placement discussion today.

1.2. Policies and procedures

1.2.1. Review of WG officers (slide)

1.2.2. Operating rules priorities and documents are reviewed.

1.2.3. Rules for registration and media recording are presented. Neptune has the docs. Electronic attendance is available. Sign up sheet passed around as well.

1.2.4. Review of the attendance list rules, list passed around.

1.2.5. The rules for voting rights are presented (all can vote.)

1.3. IP Statements

1.3.1. Chair reads the IEEE-SA bylaws on Patents in Standards (shown below)

1.3.2. Chair requests Patent Statements

1.3.3. The chair asks for any other IP statement?

1.3.3.1. No statements
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IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including

patent 

applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the pate

nt holder or 

applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with 

both mandatory 

and optional portions of the standard. This assurance shall be p

rovided without 

coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation

when a patent 

becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assu

rance shall be a 

letter that is in the form of either 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not

enforce any of its 

present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to imple

ment the 

proposed IEEE standard against any person or entity using the pa

tent(s) to 

comply with the standard or 

b) A statement that a license will be made available without com

pensation or 

under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions tha

t are 

demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the s

tandard's 

approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevoc

able during that 

period.
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Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed… do 

formally object.
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at patcom@ieee.org

Slide #2

Approved by IEEE

-

SA Standards Board 

–

December 2002


1.4. Interim Meetings

1.4.1. See section 1.7 on next meeting

1.4.2. 802.11 schedule is 

1.4.2.1. September 2003 – Singapore

1.4.2.2. January 2004 – Vancouver Jan 12-16 (hosted by 802)

1.4.2.3. May 2004, September 2004, and January 2005 not yet resolved.

1.5. Placement Presentation

1.5.1. See slides (doc 00-03-0021-00-0000-placement-discussion.ppt)

1.5.1.1. Comments that the group could be mobile, not meeting with any particular group.

1.5.1.2. If we become WG, the interims would most likely be with the Wireless groups. 

1.5.1.3. Question: Could we be under .11? Ans: Not the SEC would reject that because we are to handoff between non-.11 technologies.

1.5.1.4. Question: If we became .21 could we collocate with .11? Ans: We would be free to do that.

1.5.1.5. Question: What is the precedence for forming a group like .21? Ans: Free form comments that odd numbers.

1.5.2. Straw Poll: Be a .1 task group or b .21 working group? Discussion.

1.5.2.1. Question: If we are .21 can we address wired? Ans: Yes that would include undocking from 802.3 and handoff to 802.11.

1.5.2.2. Question: If we became .21 could we collocate with .11? Ans: We would be free to do that.

1.5.2.3. Question: We need to define terms like roaming and handoff better, comparing roaming to cellular roaming? Ans: The group is called handoff. It means moving between attachment points to networks. We are not talking about cellular roaming.

1.5.2.4. Question: Can we change wired protocols if we are not 802.1 entity? Ans: If we are 802.21 we can write a cross-802 doc. The constraint is no different between TG and WG. However you can’t break the other group’s work or change their requirements. The question is be practical about co-location vs. theoretical purity.

1.5.2.5. Question: If we were placed under .11 could we write for cross .11 to .15,.16 etc and have liaisons to them, then limit handoff so not cover .16 to .20. This would be practical since no one deploys .16, .20 etc? Ans: That’s true to a point but .16e and .20 are important and coming. We can’t write specs for the other groups. That would be too short sighted.

1.5.2.6. Question: Does this group consider switching between 802 and non-802, e.g. cellular? Ans: Yes it is according to the SEC charter. But the WIG in 802.11 was also doing this but that activity has come to a halt. This group will pick up from that to a great degree. This is the one forum within 802.

1.5.2.7. Ajay took the chair and conducted the poll. Poll results: 0 for a; 12 for b; 1 abstain.

1.5.2.8. Motion from DJ to make is an 802 working group. Kamel 2nds. 11 approve the motion unanimously.

1.6. Problem Statement presentation ( see doc 00-03-0020-00-0000-problem-statements.ppt)

1.6.1. Problem 1 – unambiguous DNA (detect network attachment)

1.6.1.1. Question: What is “above the LLC”? Ans: Typically that would be mobile IP. 

1.6.1.2. Question: Is this synonymous to movement detection? Ans: It’s one aspect. A wireless ifc will look for something to connect to. When it does connect it needs to indicate that. There are multiple phases of connecting which vary based on technology. 

1.6.1.3. Question: Maybe we need to be more generic than network attachment because that is a relative term. Ans: Yes, the IETF uses this term, and means specific things within mIP, DNA v4. We don’t mention these things specifically.

1.6.1.4. Question: When change networks, a lot of applications are doing the change of attachment detection. Apps use different ports at the higher layers. This group trying to handle all that at L2 would be tough because it would have to be aware of all going on above and be backward compatible. Ans: There are individual apps that deal with their IP address changing. That is an approach to a deficiency in IPv4. Mobile IP uses CoA to work for all apps because their local addressing won’t change. We aren’t doing that. We only allow L3 to better understand when a network attachment has happened.

1.6.1.5. Comment: Mobile IP requires client station. That is a problem. Until IP groups create interworking, we can’t help them. Resp: The problem for us is to help them solve theirs, but this problem stands by itself. They asked for unambiguous triggers that indicate IP can flow.

1.6.1.6. Question: Is this trigger on the switching side or the STA side? Ans: The most important part is on the mobile device. 

1.6.1.7. Question: If you move from one tap to another your Outlook will still work. We want to be backward compatible so that still works? Ans: That is not a continuous service.  Not all applications are tolerant to address changes. Some apps are tolerant because of small sessions or because it adapts.

1.6.2. DJ moves the problem statement 1 be accepted.

1.6.2.1. Chair moves to Ajay. Yuri Goldstein seconds. Discussions:

1.6.2.2. Question: Will this require changes in the MACs of the technologies? Ans:  We could be unwise or wise. A useful Link Up trigger would help. Causing the beacon to become fragmented would be a bad thing. Comment: This is just a problem statement, not suggesting the solution.

1.6.2.3. Question: By using the DNA terminology we are implying the solution proposed in that presentation is preferred already? Ans: Do you want to move to change the text? Resp: Yes.

1.6.2.4. Question: Is this trigger on the switching side or the STA side? Ans: The most important part is on the mobile device. 

1.6.2.5. The problem statement was revised. Discussion of revisions. Wordsmithing. Friendly amendments.

1.6.2.6. Question: Is detecting the network part of this problem statement? Ans: No, each technology defines how the network is initially detected. Within each technology is defined the “I found something” trigger.

1.6.2.7. Question: Is this problem statement considering attachment to two networks at the same time? Ans: This does not speak to that. There is no reason why multiple interface devices wouldn’t have multiple triggers of this type and would deal with them at a higher layer. But this deals with a per interface.

1.6.2.8. Question: Is multi-homing out of scope of this group? Ans: No it is in scope but it isn’t explicitly mentioned.

1.6.2.9.  Question: Should we mention above LLC? Ans: Well the LLC is already defined. We are just trying to reduce the impact on L3 by using L2.

1.6.2.10. Vote on the motion. 9 for. 0 against, 2 abstain. Motion passes as amended. 

1.6.3. Problem 2 – reducing latency when switching points of attachment

1.6.3.1. Comment: There is a difference between pro-actively vs. sub optimally. Policy as managed by an intelligent agent is one thing, pure detection is another. Potentially there are dynamic points of attachment becoming available. Resp: Length of interruption is the issue. There are other issues like cost of new connection, slower authentication, etc. Once you have DNA, you can start the L3 handoff process. E.g. if there are two points of attachment available such as Wayport and Boingo, and I only have subscription to Boingo, it is more latency to try Wayport first because it could be known it will fail.

1.6.3.2. Question: Is the intention that the terminal will send info to the network, or that the terminal collects the info. We should say that both sides will collect information? Ans: Mostly in the terminal. 

1.6.3.3. Friendly amendments. Wordsmithing. Discussion:

1.6.3.4. Question: Are we excluding parts of the network moving? Ans: No we want to have bi-directional communication and optimizations. 

1.6.3.5. DJ moves the amended motion. Paul Lin 2nd.

1.6.3.6.  Ajay takes the chair. No discussion ensued.

1.6.3.7. Vote 11 for, 0 against, 0 abstain. 

1.6.4. Problem 3.

1.6.4.1. Not enough time to discuss.

1.7. Next Meeting, other discussion

1.7.1. 802.16 offered to allow us to meet with them in Denver. Straw poll indicates 8 in favor of meeting in Denver. It meets the week before the Singapore meeting, 10-11th September. Moved Kamel, 2nd Paul Lin. 

1.7.1.1. Comment: .20 has decided to go to Singapore, as is .11 It’s a struggle to do it not with the .11.

1.7.1.2. Conference call will be available.

1.7.1.3. std-802-handoff is the mailing list. 

1.7.1.4. Amend to the Sept 8-9th in Denver. Unanimous accepted.

1.7.2. Goal will be recommendation for PAR definition. Take 1-3 days.

1.8. Adjourn

1.8.1. Move to adjourn, Shyy 1st. Kamel 2nd. 
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