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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

January 20, 2005

Hyatt Regency Monterey, CA, USA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Fourth Day Meetings: Cypress; Thursday, January 20, 2005

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

2. Presentation of Proposals

2.1. Proposal #9: 21-04-0171-02-0000-Samsung Proposal Update.ppt/doc, Presented by Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

2.1.1. .

2.2. Proposal #10: 21-05-0168-02-0000-Joint_MIH_Proposal.ppt/doc, Presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel

2.2.1. Updates on initial joint proposal were presented.

2.2.2. Q: slide 17, it seems that all the peer-to-peer event request/response are based on MLME? A: No. In .11, management frames go over MLME. That’s the .11 case. .16 is different. 

2.2.3. Comment: slide 7, second bullet, what do you mean “MIH does NOT directly act on any information but passes it on to higher layers.”? Response: Basically my current interpretation of MIH. Based on the results of some discussions, event and information service reach MIH layer using enhancement and other indications from MAC SAP.  It is not clear that MIH does something directly for other information that reaches MIH layer. MIH may just pass selected or whole piece of info to upper layers.  

2.2.4. Q: About hints which are carried in L2, could you give us some examples? A: The submitted draft text covers a little bit about this. The Information elements, the parameters, etc are explained there.

2.2.5. Comment: slide 8/9, any interface about data plane? Response: In order to support Ethernet, we have to support data plane and define a new Ethertype. In .11/.16, we can still use the data packets they have. .11/.16 may want to send info on un-authenticated path, i.e., not force to go into management plane. Comment: When .11e is introduces, there will be 4 classes even in the data plane. Response: In .11, you may do that in management frames as well. 

2.2.6. Comment: in slide 8, you show SAP to L3, but no SAP to PHY layer. 

2.2.7. Comment: In you mind, MIH server is anywhere in the network? Response: The network should in some ways know how to process the information. It depends on the networks. 

2.2.8. Q: slide 16, what do you mean “Link_Event_Rollback”? A: Details are in the draft text. If you have a predictive trigger, something may happen, or may not happen in a period of time. When the condition is changed, you can go back. Q: In this process, are you involved in some decision entity doing that? A:  This is just a piece of info made available to the entities. 

2.2.9. Q: Link_Parameter_Change, why do you think it is essential if we have link parameter request/response. A: You can request info at any point. Or you can periodically poll. Or when parameters across threshold, they could basically issue an event. Q: How it could be different in these cases? A: The speed of the changes. 

2.2.10. Q: Call flows in slide 39, MIH is a coordination function, setting up connection, etc? A: yes. With a little change of this, you could have network initiated handover. 

2.2.11. Q: Does that mean you maintain some kind of state machine for different links? A: State machine may just list steps in handover. In this sense, we eventually need to define.

2.2.12. Q: How does handover trigger cause MIH to interact with L3? A: Details would be in MIH-L3 SAP. It may be a set of messages across this SAP. 

2.3. Recess from 10:30AM to 10:45AM

3. Joint Session with 802.11u, Cypress Room, Hyatt Regency

3.1. Meeting called to order at 10:45AM

3.1.1. Agenda for Joint Session: 

3.1.1.1. Stephen would present a brief summary of .11u scope

3.1.1.2. Discussions on 802.11u Requirements to and from 802.21

3.1.2. Ajay: How many TGu members here, all members of TGu who may be .21 members as well? Floor: 8. 

3.1.3. Ajay: How many TGu members only? Floor: 1.

3.2. Summary of 802.11 TGu Scope (21-05-0224-00-0000-PAR_ieee_802_11_TGu.doc, Stephen McCann, 802.11u Chair)

3.2.1. 802.11 doc.: IEEE 802.11-04/506r11 TGu PAR was presented (802.21 WG DCN: 21-05-0224-00-0000-PAR_ieee_802_11_TGu.doc)

3.2.2. Stephen: Three differences between TGu and 802.21:  1. TGu looking into only layer 2 issues. 2. TGu looking into backhaul networks which .21 may not be looking into, e.g., xDSL, IEEE1394. 3. TGu purely looking into 802.11 terminals, i.e., only 802.11 single mode terminal. 

3.2.3. Q: What does .21 provide to TGu? Stephen: That’s what we need to discuss now.  We need to understand what .21 impacts on .11 and in order to conform .21, where the boundaries are. 

3.2.4. Q: You mentioned that you have a scope like backhaul wired network, e.g. ATM. Are you expecting that a .11 user moves from one wired domain to another wired domain in that framework? Stephen: We have not decided that because there are some aspects conflicting with TGr. We are gathering the requirements.

3.2.5. Q: In terms of security, TGu will use some TGr outputs? Stephen: Yes. In principle, TGu will not touch mobility issues. 

3.2.6. Q: Will 11u consider BSS DS, ESS transition? A: Not make any assumption about that.

3.3. TGu comments on 802.21 TRD 21-04-0087-12; Presented by Stephen McCann, 802.11u Chair

3.3.1. A review of IEEE 802.21 requirement document was presented (11-05-0093-00-000u-comments-ieee-802-21-requirements-document)

3.3.2. TGu comments: “a single 802.11 interface going across ESSs is also in scope’, What does this mean for TGu?”

3.3.2.1. Ajay: ESS is not clearly stated in the standard. This comes out then TGr formed.  There are many discussions about ESS in previous joint sessions with TGr/TGs. 

3.3.2.2. Comment: ESS ID and ESS are defined. The implementation may have different interpretation. Response: Definition of ESS needs clarification.  

3.3.2.3. Stephen: ESS will be listed as an open issue in TGu, as well as .21.

3.3.3. TGu comments: ‘specific MAC layer issues regarding handover between 802.11 and cellular is in scope of TGu, as this is out of scope of TGr’

3.3.3.1. Ajay: If some requirements from cellular impacts on .11 MAC and would be built in .21, we have to address these issues too. 

3.3.4. TGu comments on section 3, Service Continuity: ‘Does services continuity have requirements on MAC?” 

3.3.4.1. Ajay: Not have answer yet. Wait for one or two meetings after some solutions come out in this group.

3.3.4.2. Comment: If MIH moves into 802.11, the MIH transport  messages would be put into management plane or data plane with some priority? Stephen: Interesting question. Comment: Use 802.1p priority which is media independent. 

3.3.4.3. Q: .11u as expert to participate .21 and review .11 related issues? Stephen: Will include this to the open issue list.

3.3.5. TGu comments: section 3.2 is out of scope. 

3.3.5.1. Q: Will this be addressed somewhere in .11? A: Maybe in IEEE 802.1p/q or IEEE 802.11e. Comment: QoS mapping and priority may be related to interworking issues. Application class may be closely related. 

3.3.6. TGu comments: 3.3 in scope. How about wrap 3.2/3.3 together. So we have a general issue of classes and QoS.

3.3.6.1. Comment: .21 comes up with 1p like priority for mapping which is media independent.

3.3.7. TGu comments: section 3.4 in scope of TGu. What are the requirement on the MAC?

3.3.8. TGu comments: section 3.5 in scope of TGu, what are the requirements on the MAC? Discuss format of this information at some point 

3.3.8.1. Q: Your suggestion that how we move forward? Stephen: This is a question same to other requirements on the MAC layer. If .21 comes up with a network detection mechanism, will .21 expect any changes to .11 MAC? What existing element needs to be changed to carry .21 info. 

3.3.8.2. Q: .11u prepares proposal to .21? Stephen: That’s a procedural issue. If .21 has a single solution after down-selection and has specific requirements on the MACs, it is the time to start. TGu proposal is independent of the proposals .21 chooses. The best way to proceed is for TGu to wait till down-selection, to see whether .21 impacts on MAC. If it does have impact, we have to resolve. If not, we just proceed as what we want. Q: what does ‘waiting’ means? Stephen: It means off-line discussion.

3.3.9. TGu comments: Section 3.6, this has no impact on TGu? Not know what .21 can produce in terms of security. 

3.3.10. TGu comments: section 3.7 power management. In scope of TGu. “requirements on the MAC layer may have implications. An example, If any change of .11, at least change beacon, any impact on battery life? .16/ or even battery based .3.”

3.3.11. TGu comments: section 3.8., handover due to mobile terminal movements.  out of scope of TGu. Should be for TGr.  

3.3.11.1. Q: 11r is similar to 11u in terms of process. Give some process input to .21? Stephen: Probably not. What I’m really talking about TGr/TGe is in their PAR, not timing issues.

3.3.12. TGu comment: section 3.9 handover policy, out of scope. Should be in TGr.

3.3.13. TGu comment: section 4.1, MIH function, in scope. What hooks are required from TGu? Will .21 analyze this problem and inform TGu as to what they need, or will the TGu requirements expecting TGu to work on there?  

3.3.13.1. Ajay: In CFP (Call for Proposals), we have asked proposers to give their view on the impacts.

3.3.14. TGu comment: section 4.3, Information Service, in scope. Q: ‘what are the interactions with TGk/v? ‘what are the hooks required within the IEEE 802.11 MAC layer?’ ‘will your info service directly impact on them? 

3.3.14.1. Comment: if TGv can provide info to AP, you can put those to MIH. Q: Do you really expecting TGv input to .21? A: not really. MIH may be able to take into account all the info. 

3.3.14.2. Stephen: .21 liaison to TGv? Ajay: Have not discussed, but in principle, we have. Discussed with .11 chair, his notion is a single liaison at WG level, no to specific TGs. David Hunter is the 802.21 liaison to 802.11.

3.3.15. Stephen: These are the questions this morning.

3.4. Open Discussions:

3.4.1. Q: How flexible does TGu change MAC? For example, .21 does something about MAC, but it can not be supported by .11. How does .21 recommend to .11? Stephen: If .21 has specific MAC change request, go to the normal .11 standardization process and vote on it.  

3.4.2. Q: Will the requests for MAC changes be put into a single document? Stephen: The document is owned by .11. TGu would be the group to do so. 

3.4.3. Comment: .21 need not worry about the changes to MACs. If the SAPs, interfaces and requirements were well defined, different group would have different ways to deal with. Stephen: .21 has to face these issues. 

3.4.4. Q: Could you compare the timeline of TGu with that of .21? Stephen: ok.

3.4.5. Timeline of .11u was presented by Stephen. (IEEE 802.11-05/0049r0)

3.4.6. Comment: in .16, there is a frame buffering mechanism for single interface if a radio goes away. Will .11 do something like that? Stephen: TGu is not looking into that now. Comment: There is power save/sleep mode in IEEE 802.11. Data will be buffered at AP and STA can do scanning during that time.

3.4.7. Stephen: Regarding the timeline, will .21 insert a milestone with the liaison? Response: Still too early now. Define it offline.

3.4.8. Q: TGu covers just single interface terminal. A terminal with .11a/b/g is viewed as a single mode, or multimode? Stephen: Single mode. Not really consider that issue. Comment: It is just a PHY layer issue. It does not matter.

3.4.9. Q: Do you expect any TGu changes/behaviors non-interoperable with .11? Stephen: That’s backward compatibility. We need to support it. L2 network discovery has some implications which spec is used. 

3.5. Straw Poll

3.5.1. Straw Poll: Should TGu and 802.21 meet again in Atlanta plenary? (For, 23; Against: 0; Abstain: 17)  

3.6. Recess from 12:10PM to 1:25PM

4. Reconvene at 1:25PM

4.1. Network Characteristics for AP Selection (802.21 WG 21-05-0230-00-0000-network_characteristics_ap_selection.ppt/ 802.11WG doc.: IEEE 802.11-05/1595r0) Presented by Rohan Mahy, Airspace

4.1.1. Ajay: This is an individual proposal to 802.11 WNG. It is an invited presentation closely related to what we are discussing. 

4.1.2. Q: Is IETF BEHAVE workgroup already there? A: Chartered in D.C. meeting.

4.1.3. Comment: The proposed information elements could be carried in .16. Comment: Cost is just one sort of info to be carried. This is a parameter that can be carried in MIH information services. If it can be carried in .11 in a MIH way, the point is that it can also be carried in .16.  That’s the relevance to this group.

4.1.4. Comment:  From the spec perspective, selection of AP could be in different ways. Response: Some indication about cost might be necessary. 

4.1.5. Q: Are you suggesting this in general purpose? A: Try to solve this problem in a very specific way, but not yet make it broad. Real requirement motivates good solutions.

4.1.6. Q: How does a STA understand the IE without prior knowledge? A: In .11, 3 octets are used. 

4.1.7. Comment: Such IE should be authenticated EAP? Response: It is necessary to prevent fraud, e.g. ‘cost’ information. 

4.1.8. Q: How is this work item going in .11? You are going to change the beacon? What is the next step to push this forward? A: Discussed in WNG. TGv/TGu showed interests, but at this stage, these two groups are in requirement gathering phase. 

4.1.9. Comment: The proposed IE could also be implemented in higher layer type applications, rather than L2 beacon. Response: In a document, the difference between l2/l3 to use such function is described. 

4.1.10. Q: Could you think about this in terms of handover? A: Would think about that. Automatically enrolling could be part of network services.

4.2. More Discussions on Harmonization across Proposals

4.2.1. Eric updated the informative/normative discussion slides discussed on Wednesday

4.2.2. Ajay: Asked Eric to change the word ‘scope’ in yesterday discussion to ‘informative/normative’

4.2.3. Discussions and Comments on what should be informative, and what should be normative in the proposal components: MIH Function and Reference Model, Event Service and Information Service. The consensus among the proposers is listed in the Informative/Normative bullet. The disagreed items are listed in TBD bullets.  

4.2.4. Conclusion: 21-05-0231-00-0000-Specifications_discussion.ppt. 

4.2.5. Ajay uploaded the document to the website.  

4.3. Conclusion on Down Selection Process 

4.3.1. Down-selection Process

4.3.2. Straw Polls gave hints of what IEEE 802.21 thinks. Summarized by Nada Golmie (21-05-0217-01-0000-voting_discussion.ppt)

4.3.3. Three Options for voting process were proposed and would be voted later.

4.3.4. Scope Matrix

4.3.5. Alan presented the updated scope matrix (21-05-0216-01-0000-cc.ppt)

4.3.6. Comment: Should have one scenario for ‘Handover Unsuccessful’. Response: Ok.

4.3.7. Ajay: These call flows place no restriction on proposals.

5. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

5.1. Liaison Updates

5.1.1. IEEE 802.11 liaison update (21-05-0222-00-0000-802-11-liaison-Jan05.ppt, Presented by David Hunter)

5.1.1.1. Q : .11k may not be that relevant. A: Be aware of what they have done.

5.1.1.2. Comment: .11v network management mechanisms impact on how we can get info. Response: Still many things pending there.

5.2. Motions for 802.21 Voting Process

5.2.1. Refer to 21-05-0217-02-0000-voting_discussion.ppt for the options for 802.21 voting process

5.2.2. Some editorial comments on the option 3 diagram. The diagram is edited with slight modification.
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5.2.3. MOTION 1: Vote for Option #1 (For: 7; Against: 6; Abstain: 4) 

5.2.4. MOTION 3: Vote for Option #3 (For: 10; Against: 7; Abstain: 0) 

5.3. Future Sessions  

5.3.1. Plenary: 

5.3.1.1. March 13th – 18th, Hyatt Regency; Atlanta, GA, USA; Co-located with all 802 groups

5.3.2. Interim: 

5.3.2.1. May 15th – 20th, TBD, Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20

5.3.3. Plenary:

5.3.3.1. San Francisco, CA, USA, co-located with all 802 groups

5.3.4. Interim: 

5.3.4.1. Orange County, CA, USA

5.4. New or Unfinished Business 

5.4.1. Peretz: Attempt to get all the proposals into the harmonization process. Follow up the harmonization discussion on Tuesday night. Or meet a week earlier to give us a chance to harmonize. 

5.4.2. Ajay: Would send an announcement to proposers. Ask every proposer to confirm that they would like to continue with such harmonization. Weekly conference call can be set. 

5.4.3. Ajay question to the WG: By either teleconference or face-to-face discussion, who is interested in joining the harmonization? Floor: No objection

5.4.4. Ajay: All the people are interested in discussing this issue. 

5.5. Adjourn until March 2005 Plenary in Atlanta, GA, USA

6. Attendees

6.1. Attendees (1 - 4 credits towards voting rights today)
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Minutes
                                     Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

