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IEEE P802
Wired and Wireless LANs Handoff

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802 Handoff Executive Committee Study Group

September 08, 2003

Marriot City Center, Denver, Colorado,  USA

Chair: D.J. Johnston

Vice Chair: Ajay Rajkumar

Secretary: Michael Glenn Williams
Opening Meeting: Monday, September 08, 2003

1.1. Agenda presentation, approval

1.1.1. Meeting called to order by DJ Johnston 1:00. 

1.1.2. DJ submits agenda. Background that this study group formed as “spin out” from .16. Michael Braitberg moves to approve, Ulf Olsson second approval of agenda. The agenda is approved with unanimous consent.

1.2. Policies and procedures

1.2.1. Review of WG officers and duties

1.2.2. Operating rules priorities and documents are reviewed.

1.2.3. Registration process discussed. 

1.2.4. Review of the attendance list rules. Sign up sheet passed around.

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

1.3. IP Statements

1.3.1. Presentation of slides below.

1.3.2. The chair asks for any other IP statement?

1.3.2.1. No statements
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1.4. Study Group status (refer to DJ’s Opening_notes slides)

1.4.1. Extension approved

1.4.2. ECSG comments include:

1.4.2.1. This work is important

1.4.3. Suggestion group remain as .1 task group instead of WG. Discussion:

1.4.3.1. Note that 802.10 and .2 are pan-arch specs for 802 that are not under 802.1. 802.21 or 802.1AF are the options.

1.4.3.2. Is this to handoff between .16 and .15 and .11? Yes.

1.4.3.3. This work should help optimize mobileIP or other higher layers do an optimal job.

1.4.3.4. The idea is that something implementing 802.16 e.g., can optionally implement 802 Handoff as well. 

1.4.3.5. Unlikely to be able to do this without MAC changes.

1.4.4. Need a new title

1.4.5. Question: Are we making a recommended practice like IAPP?

1.4.5.1. No, a standard.

1.5. Review Minutes, meeting networking setup

1.5.1. Michael Braitberg moves to accept. Yuri 2nds. No objection, passed.

1.5.2. 802.11: SSID IEEE, no encrypt. Server is on 10.0.1.21.

1.6. Technical Presentations

1.6.1. Dong-Jye Shyy (MITRE)  cellular slides:

 (00-03-000x-00-0000-handoff_WLAN_cellular_slides.pdf)

1.6.2. Comments:

1.6.2.1. open coupling is “one bill”, no overlap of networks; loose coupling 802.11 and cellular share AAA, mobile IP; tight coupling WiFi injected or part of cellular RAN (radio access network)

1.6.3.  Discussion:

1.6.3.1. Comment that loose coupling was not so good, although it fit with BRAN and ETSI at one time.

1.6.3.2. Comment without tight coupling no multi media or voice handoffs will work, e.g. between .16 or .11 and cell. Need to identify the target ap or base station.

1.6.3.3. Within 802, the MAC serves as an ID within a bridged network. Once going to different technology and the ID changes, the L3 (mIP) addr becomes the ID. 

1.6.3.4. Comment would like to see L2 hooks, and a recommended practice for L3. Network detection and selection must be covered in this work. The IETF (esp. mIP) is driving the request for specific triggers. 

1.6.3.5. Comment that mIP isn’t the only consumer for the optimization/triggers. 

1.6.3.6. Comment that 3GPP/2 might also need liason function. 

1.6.3.7. Comment that tight coupling isn’t always an option so we must support others as well.

1.7. PAR discussion

1.7.1. Comment that standard is too strong a choice and we should go with recommended practice. Discussion:

1.7.1.1. At least the inter-network communication has to be standard.

1.7.1.2. In 16e, higher layers can’t be touched (e.g. base stations have to pass info between each other, or mIP has to do such and such) so there is an appendix with best practice.

1.7.1.3. An entity above the LLC in the 802.1x model. This entity would hold the information to optimize handoffs. This is appropriate as a standard. Then, once a standard, recommended practice would also be added. Note that not all 802’s use EAP or have specific frame types (e.g. .16

1.7.1.4. Will we specify protocol for this? Yes, over the link / within the link. There are 802 generic bits, then there are other requirements such as VoIP, 3GPP etc which aren’t part of 802.

1.7.1.5. Is the data kept in tuples, relations, ASN? How is it encoded (e.g. canonical XML?) Getting agreement to the first level of structure seems easy. Latter more difficult.

1.7.2. Title discussion:

1.7.2.1. handover vs handoff. Handover implies continuity

1.7.2.2. Suggestion Heterogenous High Performance Handover

1.7.2.3. .

1.7.3. Scope discussion:

1.7.3.1. Replace all handoff with handover

1.7.3.2. Comment that we might use profiles that call out the MAC specific standards for implementing the MAC independent “class” of trigger or function

1.7.3.3. Comment that we should explicitly state we won’t reduce security.

1.7.3.4. Comment that SA’s can take a long time to set up. Comment that a two step process where some work is done without authentication may make things faster.

1.7.3.5. Question, how will a wired laptop that wants to go wireless query the AP or AR for the Handoff information in a secure way? Comment that not all information will be decided to be secured

1.7.4. Purpose discussion:

1.7.4.1. Question: does this include between wired and wireless? Yes.

1.7.4.2. Comment that handover might be from one device to a different device as well.

1.7.4.3. Comment that in all cases the handover is an L3 “connection”. We are not trying to handover something that was limited entirely in the L2 of one media to another.

1.7.4.4. Comment that we are facilitating more than enabling.

1.7.4.5. Comment that there is concern from .20 that we would define things before .20 can define their own needs.

1.7.4.6. Should we limit the handoff to 802 only? How does cellular fit in then? Cellular standards can take the 802 specific standard we have and use it to handoff. A “stake in the ground.”

1.7.4.7. We might need a new ethertype (c.f. 802.2).

1.7.4.8. Comment that network access point could be somewhat vague

1.7.4.9. Editorial changes only were made to create the working version.

1.8. Five Criteria discussion:

1.8.1. Broad Market Potential discussion:

1.8.1.1. Comment that .11 and .16 could be within the same admin domain, same MAC address space, etc.

1.8.2. Compatibility discussion:

1.8.2.1. No changes

1.8.3. Distinct Identity discussion:

1.8.3.1. No changes.

1.8.4. Technical Feasibility discussion:

1.8.4.1. Comment that within telephone networks, the packet switched networks doesn’t equate to VoIP. 

1.8.4.2. Modest changes.

1.8.5. Economically Feasible

1.8.5.1. Comment that combining inexpensive technologies together is feasible (e.g. mobile nodes with cell and 802.11.)

1.8.5.2. Comment that .20 felt our efforts might develop infeasible methods, albeit standard (as opposed to feasible private methods.).

1.8.6. Straw poll on the PAR form and 5 Criteria… people generally happy. 

1.9. Work Package Discussion:

1.9.1. Information Conduit

1.9.1.1. e.g. port access.

1.9.2. Information itself.

1.9.2.1. .

1.9.3. Triggers.

1.9.3.1. Want use cases.

1.9.4. APIs and Interfaces.

1.9.4.1. MIBs, API, MAC services, etc.

1.9.4.2. Q: Would this include policy management? A: There will be “MIB” like information

1.9.5. .

1.10. Adjourn

1.10.1. Next meeting is tomorrow at 9:00 AM. 

1.10.2. Review agenda for tomorrow:

1.10.2.1. 16e are defining handoff and triggers, for intra-16 handovers.

1.10.2.2. Comment that intr means we should not overlap or affect their work.

1.10.2.3. Comment that they could benefit from our work.

1.10.2.4. We’ll have the vote on PAR and 5 Criteria tomorrow at 4:30.

1.10.3. Adjourn at 5:00. 
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