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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

November 16, 2004

Hyatt Regency Convention Center, San Antonio, TX, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Second Day Meetings: Navarro; Tuesday, November 16, 2004

1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:15AM 

2. Evaluation Criteria
2.1. Initial Proposal on IEEE 802.21 Down Selection Process (21-04-0152-03-0000-Proposed_Down_Selection_Process.ppt) (Nada Golmie, NIST)
2.1.1. Comments on Checklist:

2.1.2. Comment: In requirement doc, not see any bootstrapping problem. This issue should be included in the checklist. Response: There is a place holder for ‘other’ in the checklist.
2.1.3. Comments on Proposal Presentation:
2.1.4. Q: What if out of phase 1, nobody pass 75%/50%, i.e. everybody fails? A: A new CFP starts. 
2.1.5. Comment: Even if pass 75%, some important thing is missing. Response: Even if pass 75%, not talking about details of text. Bring the texts to the editor. Agree on the concept or not agree. Depends on what the group feels. 
2.1.6. Q: All the people would get a chance to present next time? A: Right. You could provide details to back up your proposal.
2.1.7. Q: How about discussing the timeframe today? Ajay: Could reserve a slot if needed.
2.1.8. Q: Before going to the motion, what are the criteria? A: Talk about it later.
2.1.9. Comments on Proposal Selection
2.1.10. Comment: None of the info service is specifically for v4/v6. Response: Yes. Not tied to any one of them. 
2.1.11. Comment: Last slide for v4/v6. Are we going to compare MIH architecture with v4/v6? It seems that overall of our solution is compared with v4/v6. Response: We are not providing alternatives to v4/v6. Comment: Our work is handover optimization. It is difficult for us to compare one to another. Response: Just give reference architectures.
2.1.12. Comment: The last sentence of slide 15 needs to be changed. Response: Yes. A little bit confusing with other architectures.
2.1.13. Comment: We should make sure the down-selection process does not tie to these protocols, such as MIPv4/MIPv6. Response: Could just remove the thought. People already know the architectures. Comment: Do not make it mandatory. Response: Absolutely.
2.1.14. Comment: We have discussed for a long time that we are not coming up with a new layer. We just say it MIH function.
2.1.15. Comment: The work ‘compare’ is not appropriate. Response: Yes. 

2.1.16. Straw Poll: 
2.1.17. Remove slide 15 in the evaluation criteria. (For: 15). 
2.1.18. Keep slide 15 and reword: (For: 7) 

2.1.19. ACTION: Nada modifies the slide with group comments.
2.1.20. Comment: We had two teleconferences to discuss evaluation criteria. We are facilitating mobility. What is facilitated is an important question to answer. Some of them are MIP v4/v6, and SIP, not only just one single architecture. 
2.1.21. Ajay: Evaluation criteria could be discussed further in Ad Hoc. 
2.1.22. Nada: Who is interested in the Ad Hoc meeting? (Floor: about 6)
2.1.23. Nada: Should we allow authors to break proposals? Disclose that ahead of time. – Floor: No objection.
2.1.24. Q: Do we allow people to vote on several components? Comment: That’s a question of granularity of proposals. Comment: Granularity could be of several levels. Comment: It should be left to authors what is the granularity. Comment: Should not be too fine grain. Ajay: Discuss it later.
2.1.25. Comment: Slide 7, checklist could work as granularity. Response: We would discuss it in Ad Hoc group and come back.
2.1.26. Comment: Jan 2005 is too early to start the selection process. People should digest the proposals and think over. Comment: We are forced by 3GPP time frame. Jan is critical. 

2.1.27. Summary by Ajay: Discussion on evaluation criteria will go on in Ad Hoc. After they get consensus, come back and present again. 
3. Presentation of Proposals

3.1. Proposal #2: 21-04-0160-00-0000-Unified_Trigger_MIH.pdf, Presented by Reijo, Seesta
3.1.1. Unified trigger mechanism for MIH was presented.

3.1.2. Q: About the pre-admission of incoming handover, how to prepare the resources before handover? A: Negotiation to the target network could be done in advance. There would be different mechanisms to make more time during the handover process.
3.1.3. Comment: EAP is used to carry QoS parameters. In IETF, quite a few people have concerns that it could break the data integrity. Some other protocols could be used to carry such parameters. EAP is not the only solution. Response: Agree.
3.1.4. Q: Slide 39, between the network and station, is there something going on in network side MIH? A: In this proposal, it is not mandatory in the network side MIH. 
3.1.5. Comment: This proposal emphasizes on QoS in making handover decision. What about other considerations that might be behind handover decision, e.g. cost, etc., if QoS is not an issue? Response: It is a question of network selection, something outside of this presentation. Higher layers might do this.
3.1.6. Comment: Slide 29, supporting legacy equipment, that’s a good point. We can not expect all interfaces should be .21 compliant. Response: Yes. Maybe we can rule out .21 in some kind of radio. 
3.1.7. Q: Assuming all the interfaces are always ON in the scenarios? A: no, not make it mandatory. Q: But how to authenticate and get info from another network if I do not even have any signal for that network? A: Some static info could be collected from previous connections to different access networks. There are also other different ways to do so.
3.1.8. Q: (slide 41), recommending that priority should be given to intra-tech handover? A: Yes. Comment: In some use cases, handover policy could be set to remain in the network of the same service provider who owns different access networks, e.g. .11/.16. If a user is associated to .11 AP, in this case, priority should not be given to intra-tech, i.e. handover to another .11AP of different provider, but inter-tech, i.e. handover to .16BS of the same network provider, which could provide easier billing. Response: That’s the policy issue.

3.1.9. Q: Have you looked at scenarios where a terminal can get the info of another access network using the current active interface? For example, a terminal associating with .11 networks could get the capability of .16 networks without setting up a new link. A: Not have done it yet.

3.1.10. Comment: Any thought to involving the network side, the network-to-network type of signaling? Response: Not much in favor of that due to several reasons. For example, how do you know who sends such signaling. In cellular side, it is a big question.

3.1.11. Comment: The scenarios in this proposal do not really looking at the network side. Response: The unified trigger is available in the network side. Comment: Need to look at info exchange across the interfaces. Response: It could use the MAC_SAP in the network side. It could be handled the other ways also, not necessarily MIH protocol.
3.2. Proposal #3: 21-04-0163-00-0000-Network_Initiated_Handover_3G_WLAN.ppt, Presented by Masahiro Kuroda, NICT
3.2.1. This is a partial proposal, referring to Gupta/Johnston trigger model.
3.2.2. Q to Chair: What does ‘partial proposal’ mean? Ajay: Some elements in CFP may be missing, e.g., just defining events, and no other sections. Kuroda: We add some functions we need. That’s a partial proposal.
3.2.3. Q: Slide 6, not well understand. You are swapping MAC addresses, different MAC address in the same interface, or different MAC address to different interfaces? A: In this system, WLAN/3G each interface has its own MAC address. The network knows which MAC address is used. 
3.2.4. Q: Intention of the simulation tool? A: Just give info to everybody. Comment: Should discuss it offline.

3.2.5. Q: You are talking about MAC address in 3G interface. Do you think MAC address in 3G networks? A: We can generate it in (GTP) switch. Q: Are you suggesting a new identifier in 3GPP network? A: Yes, but this is not the target for 3G networks.

3.2.6. Comment: Above layer 2, it is possible to have a common transport protocol. Response: In this model, MIH server is in network side. This implies that there should be some protocols in upper layers. Not described in this document. 
3.2.7. Q: Slide 6, each switch is a layer 2 switch. Both networks are in layer 2 network? A: Yes, that’ a segment of the network. Q: Could you extend the layer 2 to a larger network? A: yes.
3.2.8. Comment: Slide 7, an assumption is that network knows that there is another interface. How does the network know the station’s capability? Response: That’s some bootstrapping functions as we discussed. Q: this proposal supports bootstrapping? A: yes.
3.2.9. Comment: Slide 6, mapping mechanisms in common server will have problems to interoperate with PP/PP2, which is out of the scope of .21. Response: In the CN, layer 2 networks connect to different sys. That’s not the current 3G architecture. 
3.2.10. Q: Do you have problems of signal strength problems in the boundary? A: Some profile would do that, helping that type of info. Such profile is in the terminal. Q: Do you want to propose this profile? A: No. that depends on systems.
3.2.11. Q: Slide 6, this is one IP subnet. Is this also one AAA domain? A: In case of security, assuming the same framework defined in PP; one AAA domain of two networks.
3.2.12. Q: If .11 handover across ESS, does Common Signaling Server get involved? A: Yes. Q: The terminal and switch have to work together? A: Yes.
4. Break for lunch at 12:00PM 

5. Meeting called to order by Ajay at 1:40PM

6. Comments on new PARs

6.1. PARs for Approval
6.1.1. http://ieee802.org/16/meetings/mtg34/lmsc/pars.html
6.2. Comments on 802.11u PAR
6.2.1. Comment: We are proposing a collection of primitives. We should have a single contact point to .11 and .16 WG to incorporate .21 services. The contact point of .11 should be .11r or .11k? Would .11u be as one of the contact points to be incorporated .21 services? Response: .11 would adopt .21 primitives. We are doing tech specific changes to .11. Comment: Can we somehow reword the name as such to reflect that? Response: We would not discuss that in this forum. 
6.2.2. Comment: Two suggestions, the naming of the new 802.11 TG be: either: internetworking extensions to WLAN; or WLAN extensions to MIH framework.
6.2.2.1. Comment: TGu is not just .21. We have other areas in our scope.
6.2.2.2. Comment: The word ‘extension’ is confusing. .11WG has already had extensions.
6.2.3. Stephen: Re-introduce the new PAR. Within in 11u, we do not touch .11 and cellular specifically. Within the context of 11u, not saying ‘with cellular’, we say ‘with external networks such as cellular’. Only provide changes to .11 MAC layer. 
6.2.4. (Bullet 19) Stephen: Some are out of scope of .21, e.g.1394, or ATM based interfaces. The intent is just to have a generic interface. Comment: Remove the ‘example such as...’
6.2.5. Comment: Need to clarify ‘interworking’. Response: Something is not in the PAR. Not want to add all those notes.

6.2.6. Comment: It is clear: .11u will not do mobility; .21 does mobility. Response: Agree. .21 provides some comments and assists ExCom to make sure there is no overlapping between these two groups.
6.2.7. Comment: This causes confusion, especially to the liaison of PP: liaison to .11u or to .21? Response: PP/PP2 has to talk to multiple 802 groups. That’s the problem.
6.2.8. Comment: Unless we can clearly state the PAR differences, liaison is a problem.
6.2.9. Ajay added an comment on the Similar Scope: Change “It is worth noting that an agreement has been made between IEEE 802.21 and IEEE 802.11 WIEN SG to co-ordinate in avoiding any overlap in their scopes’ to “It is worth noting that an agreement has been made between IEEE 802.21 and IEEE 802.11 WIEN SG to co-ordinate in avoiding any overlap in their scopes and adopt the 802.21 framework to enable heterogeneous handover”
6.2.9.1. Some rewording comments and discussions
6.2.9.2. Conclusion on the comment: “It is worth noting that an agreement has been made between IEEE 802.21 and IEEE 802.11 WIEN SG for an ongoing co-ordination in order to avoid any overlap in their scopes” 
6.2.10. Amendment to 802.11u Title by Ajay and the group: “In order to clarify the efforts of the new Task Group and align those efforts with 802.21 WG, it is suggested that the naming of the new 802.11 Task Group be: - Interworking with external networks”
6.2.11. Q: Are you making changes to the PHY? Stephen: Yes. Section 4 of the PAR, title of the document addresses that issue.
6.2.12. Q: What is the projected timing of .11u, a year? Stephen: 18 months to do this. Comment: Timeframe would affect that these two groups be compatible with each other. 
7. Presentation of Proposals

7.1. Proposal #4: 21-04-0168-01-0000-Joint_MIH_Proposal.ppt, Presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel
7.1.1. Joint proposal for MIH was presented. Several proposals with similar ideas would be harmonized.
7.1.2. Q: Slide 18, all the primitives should go over the management entities? A: it is a media specific mapping issue. As far as info service is concerned, for some wireless networks, e.g. .11/.16, they do not support data transport of our info. The only way to get info in a authenticated way would be the extension of management. Comment: Some triggers are local, some remote. Response: Not cover all the cases. Just show a representative message flow.
7.1.3. Comment: Slide 28, put lots of info into the elements. Response: You would identify a set of info of an access network. This is an example. 
7.1.4. Q: Creating a special type of frame for .21 transport? A: Yes.
7.1.5. Q: Slide 13, what do you mean ‘A new L2 based 802.21 MIH protocol is not a transport’? A: MIH transport could be in a media independent way, sending across media types. 

7.1.6. Q: Slide 21, rational of event sequences not in normative? A: Events are basically discrete in nature.  Not maintain a state machine for events. With that model, event sequence does not become part of normative. At the same time, some informative texts would be helpful for people to understand how events happen.
7.1.7. Q: Slide 18, why did you report events from STA to network? A: Not precluding events going through another way.
7.1.8. Comment: L2 is covered in this proposal, but how about higher layer? How do we satisfy mobile IP? Response: As far as interfaces between higher layers, those could be specified. We have another proposal dealing with these issues. These two proposals could be well harmonized.
7.1.9. Comment: Slide 9, why do not you show SAP with PHY? Response: Even in .11, we have MIH_PHY SAP, but we do not expect any new primitives defined for PHY SAP. That’s data path. Some SAPs are just logical.
7.1.10. Q: Use LLC or CS to transport MIH protocol? A: As an example, we are proposing layer 2 based transport protocol which can be used to package .21 messages. Once you define the payload, you would encapsulate that packet in .11/.16 management frames. So the transport actually becomes a L2 transport. Regarding LLC, in case of 802 networks, you have to interface with LLC. 
7.1.11. Q: Slide 10, MIH should have state machine for every media type? A: MIH module should know the status of different links. But it is implementation specific. 
7.1.12. Q: Handover Policy and Decision Matrix are in normative part or informative part? A: Not in the standard. 
7.1.13. Ajay: This proposal would be harmonized with Xiaoyu’s proposal. Some questions related to another part of the harmonized proposal would be deferred.

7.1.14. Comment: Slide 10, state machine for different links. At the network side, MIH maintains some status? Response: Probably. 

7.1.15. Q: Slide 25, first bullet, info available to L2 only? A: The info should be accessible to other L2 networks. 
7.1.16. Q: slide 35, you are proposing handover policy? A: No. Not proposing handover policy. Just outline a list of functionality. 
7.1.17. Q: Slide 31, neighbor map, step 2, client pulls the network map to neighbor zones. Would that info be available from other admin domains? A: Roaming agreement is required, so that client could go across different domains. Q: Are you suggesting a central entity in the network that could collect all the agreement info? A: Not going that direction. We should probably put some though on that. From the perspective of standard, we need such info and service. 

7.2. Subir’s presentation was postponed to Wednesday. Ajay modified agenda to accommodate the changes (21-04-0173-02-0000-session5_agenda.doc).
7.3. Recess until tomorrow

7.3.1. Third day IEEE 802.21 WG meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM
7.3.2. The Evaluation Criteria Ad Hoc meeting is scheduled on Wednesday 7:00AM.
8. Attendees

8.1. Attendees (1 or 2 credits towards voting rights today)










Minutes
                                     Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

