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IEEE P802
Wired and Wireless LANs Handoff

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802 Handoff Executive Committee Study Group

November 10, 2003

Hyatt, Albuquerque New Mexico, USA

Chair: D.J. Johnston

Vice Chair: Ajay Rajkumar

Secretary: Michael Glenn Williams
1. First Day Meeting: Monday, November 10, 2003

1.1. Agenda (Joint meeting with 802.1)

1.1.1. Meeting called to order 9:00. 

1.1.2. Tentative schedule of meetings for the week:

When: Tuesday, November 11, 2003, 8.00am.9.45am, 
What: 802.1 Session to address PAR and 5 criteria issues. 
Where: Conference Ctr . La Cienega 

When: Tuesday, November 11, 2003, 8.00am.9.45am, 
What: 802.1 Session to address PAR and 5 criteria issues. 
Where: Conference Ctr . La Cienega 

When: Tuesday November 11, 2003, 1.30pm . 9.30pm, 
What: Comment Resolution on PAR & 5 criteria, Technical Submissions 
Where: Grand Pavilion 1 

When: Wednesday, November 12th, 2003. 8.00am . 6.00pm, 
What: Comment Resolution on PAR and 5 Criteria, Technical Submissions. 
Where: Grand Pavilion 1 

When: Thursday, November 13th, 2003. 1.00pm . 6.00pm, 
What: Technical Submissions, 
Where: Conference Ctr, Pecos 


1.2. PAR presentation : Scope [ DJ Johnston] (see opening_Plenary_Report r2)

1.2.1. Overview

1.2.2. Triggers & extra info to support mIP and other protocols

1.2.2.1. Heterogenous and Homogeneous together are meaningless.

1.2.2.2. Name it Media Independent Handover.

1.2.3. DNA detection of network attachment as well.

1.2.3.1. Possibly define entity to make variety of info available.

1.2.3.2. Name it Media Independent Handover.

1.2.4. Close coupling vs non close coupling

1.2.4.1. close coupling has AP network integrated with cellular

1.2.4.2. all coupling models supported

1.2.4.3. Q: Is this scope too broad, I can’t tell if something would claim confirmance too, and conformance test it. A: Not in the scope, but the intent is there. Q: 3rd bullet gives all upper layer handover options. A: We were looking at 3, mIP, 3GPP… Q: Possibly suggest do 1-2 first.

1.2.4.4. Q: Where does 802 fit into the first bullet,  can you handoff between cellular and dialup? A: There has to be 802 in there somewhere. Q: We know you’re not stupid but other people will come with strange schemes and you need a clear scope to reject them. A: The only reasonable customer for this is mIP. This was the real motivation. Q: Must think very hard about what you do, shrink as much as possible. Put the architectural extensibility in the objectives, not in the scope. Maybe limit just to 802.3, 802.11 and mIP at first.

1.2.5. Discussion of security in the scope

1.2.5.1. C: Figure out how the information is opaque to you. As in link sec where somethings must go into key agreement.

1.2.5.2. Discussion about using “connection”. The 802.11 layer doesn’t have a connection, just addressing. The .16 has a connection id. 

1.2.6. Discussion of the Purpose.

1.2.6.1. C: Having .3 between two .11 networks doesn’t really separate them in some.

1.2.6.2. C: Some triggers have been postulated that just aren’t limited to L2. For example concatenated L2 networks (linked bridges example) where link fails. A: The typical example is that your wireless link is going down. SEAMOBY requests we tell them when link is going down. C: But you have to tell which going downs are meaningful and which are just disruptive, e.g. a linke being repaired imminently.

1.2.6.3. Q: How about link quality metrics in media independent fashion? A: Not thought possible.

1.2.6.4. C: Convey to the group that the scope can be exceeded later.

1.2.6.5. C: How do .11 react to the idea? A: DJ has conversations with all groups that they don’t want us stepping on their handover mechanisms. We don’t plan to do “inter technology” handover.

1.3. Attendees

D.J. Johnston

Michael Glenn Williams

Ajay Rajkumar
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