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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

January 18, 2005
Hyatt Regency Monterey, Monterey, CA, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Second Day Meetings: Cypress; Tuesday, January 18, 2005
1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:15AM 

1.1.1. Continue with Alan’s matrix discussion

1.1.2. Add one agenda item to Eric for further scope discussion

1.1.3. Ajay modified the agenda to accommodate the changes

1.1.4. Vivek 1st, Alan 2nd to approve the agenda

1.1.4.1. Approved with unanimous consent

2. Discussion on Competing Proposal Down-Selection 
2.1. Matrix Scope (21-04-216-00-0000-cc.ppt, Alan Carlton, Interdigital)

2.1.1. Vivek’s comment on matrix was resolved in mailing list. 

2.1.2. Comments on slide 3 Scope Matrix
2.1.3. Comment: slide 3, four different ways of handover. From the perspective of .21 work items and evaluation, these handover mechanisms do not differentiate that much. 

2.1.4. Comment: No reason to merge the proposals according to slide 3. Some general proposals for Event and Info services cover all the handover mechanisms, so there is not much difference between the columns. Response: That’s a way to categorize the proposals.

2.1.5. Comment: It is more comprehensive to group the proposals based on work items than to do so based on the scenarios.

2.1.6. Comment: If we have all these scenarios to be in the draft, we would have difficulties in media specific mapping. How can you deal with it? 
2.1.7. Comment: This has influence of the conformance. Response: It is used to identify all the possibilities. 
2.1.8. Comment: slide 3, is there any input from media specific groups regarding what directions this group should go? Ajay: No priority given to any specific handover mechanism.
2.1.9. Comment: In the network controlled handover scenarios, substantial changes of networks are required. If .21 describes such requirements in its spec, we have to get some input from other groups. 

2.1.10. Comment: Proposers might invest too much energy in these STA initiated/controlled and network initiated/controlled handover scenarios.

2.1.11. Comment: The scenario matrix assumes the network coupling mechanism of the proposal. 

2.1.12. Q: The Architecture Percepts are specified in the final standard draft? Alan: Spec is up to the group. No spec for all these scenarios. 

2.1.13. Comment: slide 3, if you are saying the handover scenarios are from TRD, please put related TRD numbers here and explain why you want to abstract them.
2.1.14. Comment: How do these scenarios impact on full proposal/partial proposal category? Nada: Not addressed yet. No discrimination on full/partial proposal in the down-selection process. 

2.1.15. Comment: Need to elaborate the whole implication of these slides. 

2.1.16. Comment: In case of full proposals, if there is no gain, why do we need to show this?
2.1.17. Ajay: What’s the rational of slide 3? It is used to indicate to the voter. Not mandate voter to choose one or another.

2.1.18. Comment: It is difficult to deal with these scenarios in a larger specification. 

2.1.19. Ajay: The statement in slide 3 is problematic: ‘For a Proposal to be considered a FULL PROPOSAL at least one entry in each row must be set to “SUPPORTED”. Additional interpretation is necessary.
2.1.20. Comment: For different columns, what do we want to include in the specification? Multi-entry of this matrix does not clearly say what goes into the specification.

2.1.21. Comment: An example, two proposals, some columns/entries are common, but some columns/entries are different. How to merge these two proposals?  Response: This matrix does not make the problem. The nature of the proposals makes the problem.

2.1.22. Q: Would multiple options be accepted in this standard? A: Not desirable as the conclusion of the teleconference.

2.1.23. Comment: Elaborate the intension of checklist/matrix, explaining which part of TRD is referred. 
2.1.24. ACTION: Make changes of these slides and talk about it later.
2.1.25. Comments on slide 4 Call Flow Template

2.1.26. Ajay: The flow chart could be extended.
2.1.27. Comment: Wondering if there is enough detail in the chart or not. For example, differentiate L3/L2 transport. 3GPP/802 could be different as well.
2.1.28. Comment: Need progress for more info to refine the work. Alan: The idea here is a minimum set and generic flow. HL(Higher Layer)/LL(Lower Layer) are left to the proposal. 
2.1.29. Alan: It is a functional flow of diagram. Depend on how people use it.
2.1.30. Comment: What are the differences in interactions between lower layer and higher layer? We need at proposal level to produce a draft spec. For down-selection process, a proposal must have: ‘this high level flow may not be enough’. 
2.1.31. Comment: Considering state machines, implications on the other interfaces may or may not be enough. Some key components require MIH states. It is difficult to compare them.
2.1.32. Comment: State machine issues can not be solved by the flow chart only. Many triggers may require internal states which can not be shown in these call flows. 

2.1.33. Comment: The states we are talking about are quite different from those for steps in handover. Comment: These diagrams may be expanded.
2.1.34. Comment: Have boxes ‘To be defined later’. Alan: Agree

2.1.35. Q: Indicate the registration in the figures? A: yes

2.1.36. Q: Indicate the security? A: Up to you.

2.1.37. Michael/Ajay: This is just high level flow charts. You may put more information there. 

2.1.38. Comment: For different info services, extra columns might be necessary for Information Service Access. Alan: That goes in to MIH.
2.1.39. Comment: Are you mandating Info Service only in network 1 and network 2? There might be network 3 involved. Response: If it is, add more network elements.
2.1.40. Comments on slide 5
2.1.41. Comment: Take ‘minimum’ out. Alan: ok
2.1.42. Comment: what are ‘successful/unsuccessful, and information service operation? Alan: You can show it in the call flow. They could be in one call flow.
2.1.43. Comment: Why is Information Service Operation listed parallel with two other functionalities?
2.1.44. Comment: Info Service Operation could be part of the ‘handover successful’. No need to specifically show info service out of handover. Take out ‘Info Service Operation’. Just have ‘successful’ ‘unsuccessful’. Alan: Will change that column.

2.1.45. Comment: Call flows always have ‘success/failure’. The proposal supports these scenarios. No need to clearly mention here. 
2.1.46. Comment: Intention on ‘unsuccessful’? Comment: In the flow chart, not easy to show all the successful/unsuccessful cases.
2.1.47. Comment: We need to show how .21 work items behave. We should not go into these details, like interactions between HL/LL. 
2.1.48. Comment: No benefit to gain from these two columns.
2.2. Short break till 10:20AM

2.3. Voting Discussion (21-05-0217-00-0000-voting_discussion.ppt, Nada Golmie, NIST)

2.3.1. Comment: There are pending discussions on the comments this morning. Not go into this process until we see all the proposals. Nada: Which pending comments? Comment: We discussed many choices, e.g., STA initiated/ controlled, network initiated/controlled etc. Nada: Regardless of how many entries in the matrix.
2.3.2. Ajay: Down-selection process is independent of the scope matrix discussion.  

2.3.3. Comment: The architecture of specific technologies and mobility determine which columns are chosen in the matrix. In .11, only STA initiated/controlled is developed. If so, we may need some inputs from other SDOs or WGs.
2.3.4. Q: Why is “STA initiated/controlled, network initiated/controlled” part of the down-selection process? Nada: These are two different issues, Scope Matrix and Voting.
2.3.5. Q: slide 3, what does first bullet mean? A: Can not accept both, 
2.3.6. Q: slide 4 matrix, every proposal needs to fill in this matrix. But who decides this? How do you know a proposal has filled in this matrix correctly? Nada: The individuals in this WG.
2.3.7. Comment: The question is how to judge the marks in the matrix entries. Comment: Then we have to have 12 sets of discussions on that. This is not useful. 

2.3.8. Comment: Maybe a core set of people to judge? Ajay; NO. IEEE would NOT accept that. 

2.3.9. Comment: For harmonization, how about breaking things up and reach some conclusion. Ajay: Clubbing does not have any value.
2.3.10. Straw Poll: (Option 1)
2.3.11. Would you want to have multiple (one or more) non-interoperable options that achieve a voting threshold to co-exist in the draft specification? (For: 7; Against:  28; Abstain: 6)
2.3.12. Straw Poll: (Option 1b)
2.3.13. If multiple options reach a threshold would you start another round of harmonization (Phase III) followed by a vote? (For: 28; Against: 3; Abstain: 9)
2.3.14. Straw Poll: (Option 1b) 

2.3.15. If multiple options reach a threshold would you want to loop back to Phase II? (For: 0; Against: 16; Abstain: 24)
2.3.15.1. Q: The difference between phase II and phase III? A: Phase III is offline harmonization. Phase II, two proposals may come back. But Phase III, there would be a single proposal. 
2.3.15.2. Comment: Look at TGr as an example for voting process. Nada: We’ve taken that into consideration, e.g. TGr/TGn. 

2.3.15.3. Comment: What is Phase III? We have not defined yet. Nada: Phase III is discussed in teleconferences. Please refer to the minutes. Phase III is more of offline harmonization. It is not a time cycle.

2.3.16. Straw Poll: (Option 2)

2.3.17. Would you want a member to vote for only one proposal? (For: 25; Against: 5; Abstain: 11)
2.4. Lunch break from 12:00PM – 1:10PM
3. Meeting Called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 1:10PM

4. 802 Document Management Solution Demo 
4.1. Key capabilities of the solution for IEEE Website across WGs were presented, including document control, document search, file sharing capability, calendar (Accent Technologies)
4.1.1. Q: Is it used to search IEEE website? Ajay: It is not available now. Something is being evaluated to make decision. The intent is to run the demo, and for the WGs to make decision. In order to develop this solution, some data from .11 and .15 was given to the company.

4.1.2. Q: Is there any access control? A: Yes. Full security is provided.

4.1.3. Q: .11 has FTP to download the files. Will it support multiple file download? A: Yes. Have ‘cart’ to select the method of downloading files.

4.1.4. Q: Is there restriction of the file access for upload? A: no.

4.1.5. Q: Does it support uploading additional slide? A: Either way to do that. You can actually create several documents and merge them. Or we have rather complex solutions, but that’s out of the scope of this demo.

4.1.6. Q: Is there any attendance module? A: It is for the WG leader to control the attendance. Ajay: In www.802wirelessworld.com, you can electronically sign the attendance sheet. Such feature is useful.
5. Presentation of Proposals

5.1. Proposal #2: 21-05-0164-00-0021-r03_802.21 _Freescale.ppt, Presented by Michael Hoghooghi, Freescale
5.1.1. Comment: The same question as that in San Antonio, beacon is .11 centric, not for other networks, e.g., PP/PP2. PP/PP2 may decline to change their pilot channel for the proposed .21 beacon. 
5.1.2. Comment: slide 26, MIH blocks. MIH should have interfaces to control plane, management plane and application plane. Could you elaborate where we can see these interfaces? Response: slide 27 clarifies the events. Slide 29 shows some data flow and sequences. Different layers have different interactions.
5.1.3. Q: slide 28, what is the information in local triggers, the information from the beacon? A: Beacon itself is just saying it is capable of MIH. The info following up describes the particular schemes. Additional information is sent after beacon. 
5.1.4. Q: Do you need to define new functions in different technology for the .21 beacon, or existing mechanisms are sufficient? 

5.1.5. Q: It seems that beacon comes from MIH. Beacon is embedded in L2 or it is a higher layer beacon? How to transport the beacon? A: It depends on the scenarios such as network controlled/ network initiated, STA controlled/ STA initiated, etc. Probably have several variations.

5.1.6. Comment: Would you define a new L2 transport for beacon? Response: Already discuss this issue.

5.1.7. Q: There are many handover control messages in the diagrams. They are part of the proposal to help the handover signaling exchange? A: The call flows are for the CFP matrix. This is a very simplified version. We have not endorsed any handover models. 
5.1.8. Q: slide 10, elaborate the network capability ID? A: Several bits that are allocated to say network supported, protocol type, carrier, etc. 
5.1.9. Comment: slide 28, different protocols and L3 handover mechanisms are quite different. Handover technologies in mobile IP, SIP, or PP/PP2 have different requirements on link triggers. Response: Have not look at specific technologies.
5.2. Proposal #3: 21-05-0202-02-0000-MIH_Proposal_Phase_II.ppt, Presented by Peretz Feder, Lucent
5.2.1. Q: slide 12, where is the MIH? A: Anywhere in the intermediate driver.
5.2.2. Q: slide 26, is this the favored context transfer mechanism here? A: Not really talking about context transfer. It is about application transfer. 
5.2.3. Q: slide 6, a new MAC type .21 defines additional things for different access technologies or just maps .21 to them? A: Not sure over the air. MAC type .21 is used for transport. Q: Tight coupling for .21 MAC? Any change of .11 MAC? A: no.
5.2.4. Q: slide 11, in PP2, anything needs to particularly define in the context of MIH? A: Just create the SAP.
5.2.5. Q: Are you assuming that MIH in the network side collocated with AP? A: MIH server could do so as well.
5.2.6. Q: slide 14, what do you mean in item 8? A: slide 13, step 17 is an example. MIH informs IP to send MIP advertisement. 
5.2.7. Q: slide 5, in your mind, what is ‘selection mechanism is vendor specific’? A: The triggers are unified, but the network selection and handover decision is made by decision engine somewhere by vendors. 
5.2.8. Comment: slide 7, do you really want this to be part of .21 specs? Response: No. Intend to create PP/PP2 SAP. 

6. Short Break from 3:40PM to 4:00PM
7. Usage Model Discussion
7.1. 802.21 Usage Model Aspects, (21-05-0205-01-0000_Usage_Model_Aspects.pdf, by Reijo Salminen, Seesta) 
7.1.1. Comment: The simulation issues were basically discussed yesterday. 
7.1.2. Comment: Typically usage does not look into channel models. It defines input, at a higher level. Scenarios are on top of the channel models.
7.1.3. Comment: Every other workgroup has usage models.
7.1.4. Comment: slide 7, RFC 2026, challenging for us. By the time we draft, we hope to see some implementations.
7.1.5. Comment: slide 5, last bullet, can the WG take that as a requirement? It is a process issue. Nada: Does not enforce to do this. 
7.1.6. Reijo: If we do not have something like this, how can we go to 3GPP? 
7.1.7. Comment: Part of proposals may be implemented, but all the proposals as a group still not. 
7.1.8. Comment: 802.21 is somehow similar to 802.1. 802.21 itself does not interoperate, like 802.1 in this sense. 
7.1.9. Discussions on the interoperability of 802.21

7.1.10. Comment: How about a straw poll on implementation of proposal as a requirement? Response: That does not help to prove interoperability.
7.1.11. Comment: How to certificate the conformance to .21 spec? Response: 3GPP do not have a forum like Wi-Fi. Wi-Fi/Wi-Max only certify .11/.16 changes. 802.21 certification?
7.1.12. Comment: What is .21 compliant? Need clarification of that. Comment: ‘Interoperability’ would be better than ‘compliance’.
7.1.13. Comment: Need ability for interoperability. Comment: Individual entity can talk to each other. They would implement whole proposals.
7.1.14. Comment: In remote trigger case, semantics are transported to 802.21 peer. Interoperability might be an issue.

8. Open Discussions on Harmonization Process

8.1. Open Discussion (Steered by Michael Williams) 
8.1.1. (Opening by Michael Williams):  Open to the floor to discuss the harmonization and move forward. Depending on your focus, your document may have different shapes which may or may not be able to harmonize. Try to understand these issues and combine the ideas to any harmonized proposals. It is free discussion of what you can do about the documents.

8.1.2. Comment: We need to prove the concepts proposed. For example, why do you need an individual trigger? We may come up with something like simple trigger model that is what we are doing. However, in order to use such model in GSM/3GPP, call flows are necessary to show how these triggers are put together to deliver services. Similarly, we visualize how to deliver service to 3GPP2/.16. This is the common procedure: list of triggers and to see the call flows. 
8.1.3. Comment: For 3GPP/3GPP2, we have to adapt to existing technologies. If we ask them to redo their specs, that would fly. For .11, we have to do so as well.
8.1.4. Michael Williams:  If the proposals do not go into harmonization, at the end, the proposals would be quite broad. By March plenary, we’d better to have a small number of proposals as far as the schedule is concerned. 
8.1.5. Comment: The goal of .21 is to optimize. We may figure out the components that need optimization. If we could address each of them, we could know how to optimize and know how strong the proposals are. This is one way to look at the harmonization. That’s one thing we are missing now.

8.1.6. Comment: Many discussions on in scope/out of scope, the same issue comes up again and again. The people should not concentrate on such things. 

8.1.7. Michael Williams: Any difficulties so far in harmonization? 
8.1.8. Peretz: Suggestion that all of us come together and start harmonization. For example, within one month, three proposals harmonize to one. Attempt to harmonize in such a structure fashion. 

8.1.9. Comment: .11 TGr still have large number of proposals even after harmonization. 

8.1.10. Comment: TGr has 8 proposals. You can use them all at the same time. The problem in .21 is that the scope is too big. Harmonization is challenging here. There are many media interfaces. Let’s clearly understand what the interfaces are and the different things there. Try to align them to a common direction. People come together, at least clearly talk to each other with the same set of terminology. 
8.1.11. Comment: Split the group based on the different work items. People spend energy separately and come together with the components, rather than merge the proposals in a whole piece. Comment: Ownership of the proposals is a political issue. Comment: If really interested in merging, detach from each individual.
8.1.12. Comment: If harmonization is based on work items, it may not result in one solution. Response: That’s a valid approach. We still look at the whole solutions. 
8.1.13. Ajay: This is not a process of WG. It is an offline process, helping people to harmonize. This is a volunteer group.
8.1.14. Michael Williams: Send an announcement to the reflector, and then we can see how many groups.  Ajay: The groups have to be decided by the group member.  
8.1.15. Comment: ‘harmonization’ and ‘grouping’ are two different things. By forming this group, there may be some progress. But as far as a more complete solution and voting are concerned, it is difficult to deconstruct the groups. Ajay/Michael: That’s an important point. 
8.1.16. Vivek: One possible way to do harmonization is basically that people convince each other and just pack everything at the first step. Then consolidate the harmonized proposal.  Something like information service, different people have different idea of information service. People convince each other. 
8.1.17. Alan: Another example, the trigger model in the proposals is pretty much the same. Let’s do it in an open forum. We can do it all in the reflector. For example, we can agree the name of the triggers, so we can talk with the same name in the next meeting. 
8.1.18. Ajay: Alan is suggesting at least one work item, we can do so in the WG level. Vivek: why not info service too. Ajay: seems too complex now. 
8.1.19. Vivek: Figure out what are the conflicting parts too. 

8.1.20. Yogesh: A group sitting down to work for a work item and come out with something in common.

8.1.21. Ajay: How many presenters in room? Floor: 10. Varaha presenter was not here. Eric withdrew his proposal.

8.1.22. Ajay: OK. No objection. People can sit down together.
8.1.23. Michael Williams: From 8:30PM to 10:30 PM, Cypress room to discuss the work item together.
8.1.24. Ajay: This is a completely volunteer discussion.
9. 3GPP Liaison

9.1.1. Ajay: We plan to talk to 3GPP SA2.

9.1.2. Q: How about liaison to IETF DNA? Ajay: yes
9.1.3. Michael: The deadline to submit SA2 is this Thursday. We have to finish the liaison letter this week. Ajay would do the presentation. A contribution will be made and liaison will carry to PP2.

9.1.4. Ajay: Delay the discussion to tomorrow.

10. Recess until tomorrow

10.1.1. Third day IEEE 802.21 WG meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM
10.1.2. An informal meeting for all the proposers is scheduled on Tuesday 8:30PM-10:00PM to discuss the harmonization.
11. Attendees

11.1. Attendees (1-4 credits towards voting rights today)










Minutes
                                     Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

