July 2004
                                       
21-04-00xx-00-0000


[image: image1.png]EEE
802












[image: image2.png]



IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

July 15, 2004

Hilton Portland & Executives, Portland, OR, USA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Third Day Meetings: Thursday, July 15, 2004

1. Joint Session with IEEE 802.11 TGn
1.1. Meeting opening at 8:00AM in Grand Ballroom I – H
1.2. Welcome of joint meeting with IEEE 802.11 TGn

1.3. Presentation to TGn by Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG: Joint IEEE 802.21 and 802.11 TGn Meeting (21-04-0083-00-0000-Joint_802_21_TGn.ppt / 11-04-0828-00-000n-joint-802-21-tgn-meeting.ppt)  
1.3.1. High level overview of IEEE 802.21

1.3.2. Q: What does “some sort of QoS continuity” mean? A: Service continuity requires guarantees as it moves from one interface to another. There would be a mapping that would be useful for admission control.
1.3.3. Comment: The goal is to get standardized interface for the handover functionality in the MAC layer and upper layers. The problem today is that all the MAC layers are different. Some common architecture is needed. The mobile world perhaps doesn’t accept this. Ajay: It’s a two part question. 1. We could discuss a common layer sitting just below IP layer. 2. We are in the process of talking to cellular and we do want to get them on board. 3GPP has said they would like to interwork. Something has been talked about interworking with WLAN with service continuity or session continuity.
1.4. Presentation to .21 by Bruce Kraemer, Chair of IEEE 802.11n TG: TGn Overview (11-04-0824-00-000n-tgn-overview.ppt)

1.4.1. Develop a standard capable of providing 100Mb or higher (perhaps multi100Mb) at the MAC SAP

1.4.2. First WG letter ballot in fall of 2005, 3 sessions to edit. First sponsor ballot followed by 3 sessions to edit, then publication early 2007
1.5. Open Questions

1.5.1. Q: Is there any cooperation between 802.21 and relevant 802.11 groups, e.g. 11r? A: Yes. Now we are having joint session with TGn. Earlier this week, we had a join session TGr and TGs. Because WIEN is a study group, they joint us yesterday in an Ad Hoc to .21. About TGr specifically, open issues include what is an ESS. WIEN is interested in 3GPP internetworking scenario 1 & 2.  Seamless handover, service continuity or session continuity are left to .21.
1.5.2. Q: Think about the .21 trigger model on High Throughput device. A device with multiple interfaces may attach to WiMAX, .11n or cellular networks. Would they be able to handover? A: Yes as long as the backend, e.g. operator agreement and AAA, allows it. If that is available, and in the future, all these interfaces are .21 enabled, the handover could be across the interfaces.

1.5.3. Ajay: What is the timeline would you expect that .21 should meet? Bruce: Chicken and egg. If .21 has clear requirements we can look at them starting now. The influences or changes of .21 probably occur within this one year window (before first letter ballot).
1.5.4. Bruce: Has there been any liaison request from .11 to .21? Ajay: Interest expressed. But not finalized yet. It is planned for at the working group levels.

1.5.5. Bruce: What would you ask or expect from TGn to assist your process? Ajay: A good start could be that we get the mechanisms we should consider to incorporate, e.g. High Throughput specific PHY/MAC.
1.5.6. Q: TGn is doing something related to simulations. Could .21 hooks be tested in those simulations? A: At this point, it is difficult to suck the proposals for cooperation. On the other hand, it could be useful if we knew exactly what needs to be simulated. Comment: It would be useful to take a TGn model right before letter ballot, and ideally it would be compatible with .21 simulation technology. ACTION: Ajay to report concrete triggers or other MAC mechanisms to see how could it be done in simulations.

1.5.7. Q: Down-select should yield 2-3 remaining proposals. They might be eager to try out .21 at that time. Also between 1st draft and sponsor ballot.
1.5.8. Comment that the .11n work is bounded by PAR to make enhancements for HT. Not obvious how .21 would affect that.

1.5.9. Q: Would you upload the presentation? Ajay: Yes. Just upload to our website. I will upload to .11 website.
1.6. Straw Poll

1.6.1. How many .11n members would be interested in establishing a WG liaison with .21? – For 18; Against: 1; Abstain: 16

1.6.2. How many .21 members would be interested in setting up liaison with .11? For: 12; Against: 0; Abstain: 0.

1.7. Recess

2. IEEE 802.21 WG Meetings
2.1. Reconvene as IEEE 802.21 alone at 9:25AM in Galleria South – H

2.2. Comments on the joint session with IEEE 802.11n TG

2.2.1. Comment: TGn is interesting, but another .11 group, WPP might also be interesting. WPP deals with wireless performance prediction, and might outcome quality metrics which is useful for triggers. Response: WPP mentioned that the name is misleading. They do not have performance metrics as the name suggested. ACTION: Vivek checks with WPP and forward presentations of WPP to this WG.
2.2.2. Q: Is there any copy of TGn’s presentation here? A: Yes. Put up soon. (Ajay uploaded TGn presentations to 802.21 website).
2.3. Agenda changed from version 00 

2.4. Technical Presentation: Handover Requirements and Reflections (21-04-0116-00-0000-Prasad-requirements-reflections.pdf, Prasad Govindarajan)
2.4.1. Talk about of a set of requirements for seamless handover.

2.4.2. Comment: Concept of packet by packet handed over multiple interfaces is new. Response: We have a multi-mode device in these examples. We should not preclude make before break, where both interfaces are up during the handoff. An example is VoIP through Wi-Fi connection.

2.4.3. Q: In layers below IP, how would you think of such type of seamless mobility? A: A number of things have to happen. A particular info has to be feed up across the interfaces. You have to identify or label the sessions across different domains. L2.5 would have a lot of info.

2.4.4. Comment that two sessions in two interfaces over homogeneous media are the same. 
2.4.5. Q: Are you suggesting L2.5 maintain separate copy of states for all packets? A: Some state is needed. When we look at session by session cases, L2 knows what session is going across what interfaces. It has to influence and know the path and what triggers are needed.
2.4.6. Q: Who maintains that address base (in mobility scenario), service provider or operator? A: The point of attachment address is given by access provider; VPN address is given by enterprise VPN concentrator. In that case, there are two private address domains. Q: How about L3 mobility? A: Then you might have third address.
2.4.7. Raise the issue where the L2.5 actually resides? Who provides the functionality?  With two MIH entities, how do I transport the flows?
2.4.8. Comment that 3GPP has many layers above the MAC. Where would the L2.5 reside in the 3GPP network? If it is an enterprise, which network element needs to communicate to which?

2.4.9. Q: How does the picture look like in the network side?   A: That’s one of the issues I’d like to raise. A network has to talk to an entity beyond its boundary. The implication is that how these triggers are carried out.

2.4.10. Q: About L2.5, .21 needs to look at the implementation or just defines the interface as abstract entity? Ajay: The group will not impact on the data traffic. There should be no further encapsulation in L2.5. We may only touch the control signaling.

2.4.11. Q: How do we transport triggers related to L2.5, esp. beyond the link? Michael: There is confusion of transporting triggers vs. signaling between entities. We should not bundle these two things together. Transport of particular events is independent of entities and logical interactions e.g. API.
2.4.12. Q: Are you talking about transport of L2.5 entities? A: Yes. Q: Do we need to capture technologies like handover SIP to something else? A: We have to look at how the trigger info is transported back and forth. We might allow handover to support protocols like SIP. I am not saying that we have to adopt SIP. There are a number of protocols that could be used, but the characteristic of that protocol has to be known.

2.4.13. Q: Should we terminate 2.5 at end of link and leave transport beyond that as unspecified? A: Could be a switch or anything at the end of 2.5.

2.4.14. Comment that station will definitely have L2.5 and triggers go to AP/BS. Every network element could have L2.5 there. Just implementation thought.
2.4.15. Discussion of L2.5 termination issues: Comment that in 3GPP/PP2, there are two parts in the terminal, AT and TE. We are probably talking about the part with the radio and mobility residing in the mobile. Comment that recipient might be a higher layer. Comment that a use case might be PAN attached to laptop, e.g. Bluetooth. Comment that we should not spend much time where L2.5 is terminated in PP/PP2. Comment that although we should not put this use case in requirement document, it is useful in practice. ACTION: Put this issue and use case in reflector for discussion.
2.5. Technical Presentation: Trigger Transport concepts (21-04-0115-00-0000-trigger_transport_concepts.ppt, Michael G. William, Nokia)

2.5.1. Q: “Triggers should be independent of bearer (media) type” implies whatever MAC is used, there is universal trigger? A: No. The meaning of the trigger is independent of the bearer.

2.5.2. Q: What triggers may be transportable, what may not be? A: For example, a link-down trigger is in 802.3 MAC source address format. It can not be sent over 802.11 MAC. The trigger should be independent of media type.

2.5.3. Q: About “regardless of bearer” of third requirement bullet, isn’t it covered by first two lines: A: It just implies that we can not use resources of bearers as part of distinguishable trigger.

2.5.4. Comment: When we are talking about triggers, it has to distinguish different MAC, i.e. triggers would have to be unique. Response: We are talking about the transmission of triggers.
2.5.5. Comment that use “dedicated” rather than “discouraged” in the last bullet.
2.5.6. Comment that triggers may not be transportable in their specific coding over the air. R: Suggest that we define or encode triggers in such a way that may be bridged or go through proxy.
2.5.7. Comment that a fragmentation may not be a trigger. It should be a “trigger packet”.
2.5.8. Q: What is distinguished here? A: This is transmitted trigger. We are talking about how to define actual protocols that carry out triggers. Comment that we’ve already have concepts like remote trigger.
2.5.9. Suggest that we do not incorporate any encryption definitions. We do not encrypt remote trigger too.

2.6. Technical Requirement Discussion (Michael G. William, Nokia)

2.6.1. Discussion is based on revision 4 of the Technical Requirement document (21-04-0087-04-0000-Draft_Technical_ Requirements.doc).
2.6.2. Examine issues of trigger section.
2.6.3. Comment that section 4.2.1 is informal request from IETF.

2.6.4. Suggestions to add following sub-headings:

2.6.4.1.  Services required from lower layer interface to L2.5

2.6.4.2.     Fast delivery of remote triggers and info (fast to timely)

2.6.4.3.     Fast delivery of local triggers

2.6.4.4. Service provided by L2.5 to upper layer

2.6.4.5.     Maintains same level of reliability as lower layer transport

2.6.4.6.     Add functional services and trigger service here consolidated

2.6.5. ACTION: Yogesh and Alan send comments on services of L2.5 section and triggers to upper layers.

2.6.6. ACTION: Vivek imports terminology from 3GPP/3GPP2 and IETF and puts in glossary.
2.6.7. Discussion of Section 6.1

2.6.8. Comment that D.J. presents his submission for overview section before it is adopted.

2.6.9. Q: Are we going to approve the requirement document as a draft? A: We’ll use it for call for proposals. We’ll keep it in website, public and available, but not publish it.
2.6.10. Ajay suggested a conditional approval of the requirement document.

2.6.11. Further resolution will be done offline. Bring back comments after lunch break
2.7. Technical Presentation: Overview of 802.21 Stack Model (21-04-0086-00-0000-Overview_stack_text.doc, David Johnston, Intel)

2.7.1. Comment that the protocol stack is obviously IEEE style. Not sure that cellular world would take it.

2.7.2. Q: Does this diagram apply for data plane or control plane? A: Both. Data plane passes through LLC/MAC/PHY. Q: Why do data goes through these layers? A: Any protocol defined in .21 has to go over the air. We have to tack the packets. Comment that if we put data into L2.5, there would be confusion that data would be process by this layer. Response: User traffic may pass directly through (dashed line in HMC box).

2.7.3. Comment that we do not need LLC since the requirement does not think of unreliable transport. Comment that LLC should be removed. Response: Believe that LLC is still a step higher up. We can think of a better solution that draws the LLC into L2.5.

2.7.4. Q: Regarding the QoS mapping, do we need to handle the packets, i.e. reschedule them? If not, how to map QoS? Comment that mapping should be end-to-end. D.J.: QoS mapping is also one of the issues discussed in IEEE802 architecture WG. In 802, something is missing. Mapping may be through interface, e.g. HMC_SAP/HMC_MLME_SAP.

2.7.5. Comment that QoS mapping may be through management input/output. IEEE802.11 WNM deals with management issues.

2.7.6. Comment that this diagram is only on the terminal. Response: AP has the same stack. Comment: There are two stacks, one in terminal, the other in network side. Response: Yes.

2.7.7. Q: Where is handover decision making? A:  Probably above. Comment: That’s why in L2.5 diagram, there is management input. Response: There is an event registration process in another primitive document (21-04-0088-00-0000-event_service_primitives_text.doc).
2.8. Break for Lunch
2.9. Meeting called to order by Ajay at 2:00PM
2.10. Technical Presentation: Application Considerations in Handover (21-04-0118-00-0000-handover_app_cons.ppt, Mahalingam Mani, Avaya)

2.10.1. Discussion about instances of L2.5 and their binding to MAC instances. Not clear if there is one instance of L2.5 or one per MAC instance.

2.10.2. Some applications may be interested in an event wherever it occurs in a domain.  It would be nice if L2.5 or something above that could offer a consolidation of that.

2.10.3. Comment that triggers which must cross a domain needs to have enough information in it to indicate where it came from on the source side of the domain to the destination domain. Domain can refer to routing/subnet or AAA or the purview of an application for example.

2.10.4. Location info must be part of handover.
3. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)
3.1. Examine open issues for Technical Requirement Document
3.1.1. Comment that power saving should be a requirement

3.1.1.1. Comment that it sounds like a goal more than a requirement

3.1.1.2. Comment that scanning or discovery must be battery efficient too

3.1.2. Latency in AAA procedures should be minimized

3.1.2.1. Comment that this is like a goal more than a requirement

3.1.3. Q: Shall we approve the requirement document through letter ballot procedure? Ajay: No. This requirement is used to call for proposals. The timeline of this WG will be shown later. We should make proposals in a phased manner. We just need consensus to move forward.

3.1.4. Break for 10 min
3.2. Voting token distribution

3.3. Review of attendance procedures for maintaining and gaining voting rights

3.3.1. Maintenance of voting rights can be through .21 attendance or cross-attendance to WG’s we have agreements with

3.4. Liaison Updates

3.4.1. 3GPP letter issued (21-04-0081-00-0000-802_21_liaison_to_3gpp.doc)

3.4.1.1. Not receive official response from group above SA yet. Their response was in their website. They agreed to forward the liaison letter to upper group.
3.4.1.2. We will contact SA1, CN1, RAN2, and GRAN as needed.

3.4.1.3. Q: Are we restricting our liaison to data session only? A: No.

3.4.2. IEEE 802.16 liaison in place (DJ Johnston)

3.4.3. IEEE 802.11 liaison in negotiation

3.4.3.1. 802.11n voted in favor of .11 having liaison with .21

3.4.3.2. Had joint meeting with TGr and TGs, Ad Hoc with WIEN.

3.4.4. IEEE 802.1 & 802.3

3.4.4.1. Impression is that .21 is too focused on wireless, so we need to make more concerted effort to include .3 and .1 in proposals, consensus building and joint meetings
3.4.4.2. Call for interest in participating in the 802-wide architecture standing group as observers (contact Ajay). MG Williams and Ajay will represent the .21 team to this standing group initially.

3.5. Review Timeline and Milestones of 802.21 WG

3.5.1. Timeline

3.5.1.1. Approval of the requirement

3.5.1.2. Call for proposals in August

3.5.1.3. Phase 1: Trigger specifications, Work on the actual proposals in September interim meeting

3.5.1.4. Phase 2: Generalized L2.5 model
3.5.1.5. Phase 3: Network/Architecture model
3.5.1.6. Draft text: Sept-Nov.

3.5.1.7. Letter Ballot: Jan 2005.

3.5.1.8. Comment resolution: March 2005

3.5.1.9. Call for proposals for phase 2&3: March 2005
3.5.2. No questions or comments from the group.

3.6. Future Sessions (21-04-0077-00-0000-future_sessions.ppt)

3.6.1. Interim: Sept 12th-17th , Estrel Hotel, Berlin, Germany. Co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20.

3.6.2. Straw Poll: How may want to co-locate with .11/.15? For: 14; 

3.6.3. Straw Poll: How may want to co-locate with .16? For: 2;

3.6.4. Comment that we should consider meeting with 3GPP for an interim too. Response: We could do that, but need to find a sponsor.

3.7. Vote on Technical Requirement Document
3.7.1. MOTION: Approve the requirements document as a first draft pending editorial updates to use as a guideline for a “Call for proposal”.

3.7.2. Discussion of Motion

3.7.2.1. Comment that we should wait for editorial changes first

3.7.2.2. We need this approval before call for proposals. 

3.7.2.3. Comment that we may not have time for proposals.

3.7.2.4. Suggest that we use an email ballot after the editorial changes are completed

3.7.2.5. Speak against the motion because we need the two outstanding issues in the document
3.7.2.6. Comment that the meaning might change due to editorial comment

3.7.2.7. Comment that it’s a bad precedent to second-guess the editor. Either the problems are in the content or editorial.

3.7.2.8. The objection can be met if the text in the Bhatt submission is agreed to be incorporated in the requirements and the motion is changed to reflect that
3.7.2.9. Discussion of requirements vs. goals

3.7.2.10. Comment we don’t have a draft yet. The version we are voting on isn’t on the server. Response is we are voting on 04/0087. It includes everything except the agreed-upon.

3.7.2.11. Comment that the section 6 reference model isn’t complete

3.7.2.12. Let’s enumerate the technical and editorial issues

3.7.2.12.1. Section 6 needs to be completed, and might yield technical differences given the editing instructions there.

3.7.2.12.2. What about TBDs in power management and policy management?

3.7.2.12.3. What does the statement  “It shall be possible to enforce policy” mean?

3.7.2.13. We thought this was a living document but we would have a walk through before voting.

3.7.2.14. Comment that we had many presentations that repeated content in other words. We built consensus.

3.7.2.15. Comment: Will the requirements document be complete in a few days? Response: Probably not. But we agreed the triggers are the focus and those parts are complete enough to call for proposals.
3.7.2.16. Perhaps we could approve only the triggers section?

3.7.2.17. Comment: We made our requirements based on proposals that already happened.  Response: No other models came up after 3 meetings worth of review.

3.7.2.18. We could do an email ballot.

3.7.2.19. Modify motion to try and achieve compromise for consensus.

3.7.2.20. MOTION: Approve the requirement section on triggers as complete pending editorial update to use a guideline for a “call for proposal on Triggers specifications.

3.7.2.21. Question again about if the changes are truly editorial or not, how to judge.

3.7.2.22. Motion changed to 2 separate motions.

3.7.2.23. Quoting of section 2.6 from 802 Operating Rules and Procedures. Response: It is an 802.11 rule which can not be applied to 802.21 WG.

3.7.2.24. ACTION Michael setup concall for Tuesday 27th. Editor will resolve stuff by 20th.

3.7.2.25. Comment that perhaps teleconferences weren’t as productive as we needed.

3.7.2.26. Straw Poll on that motion:

3.7.2.27. Straw Poll on version 4 of Technical Requirement: “Are there any unresolved technical issues in the requirement document?”  Y: 6; N: 1; Abstain: NONE

3.7.2.28. Straw Poll: “Are there any unsolved technical issues in the triggers section of the requirement document?” Y: 4; N: 4; Abstain: 4
3.7.3. Need teleconference call to resolve the comments before approval of the technical requirements.
3.8. Adjourn

4. Attendees

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

Takashi Aramaki 1
Senng Kwon Baek 2

Yogesh Bhatt 2

Alistair Buttar 2
Alan Carlton  2

Chris Fitzgerald 2

Yuri Goldstein 2
Nade Golmie
Prasad Govindarajan 2
Vivek Gupta 2

Abdul Hafid 2

James Han 2

Younhee Han 2

Haixiang He 1

Frans Hermodsson 1

Eleanor Hepworth 2

Cheng Hong 2

David Hunter 2

Shinkichi Ikeda 2

HeeYoung Jung 2

Toyoyuki Kato 2
Sugiyama Keizo 2

Farookh Khatibi 2
Chong-Kwon Kim 2

Ohki Kimhiro 2

Masahiro Kuroda 2

Jaehwoon Lee 1

Sungjin Lee 2

Hyoung Kyu Lim 2

Xiaoyu Liu 2

Mahalingam Mani 1
Stephen McCann 1
Bhandaru Nehru 1
Chan Young Park 1

Soohong Park 2

Ajay Rajkumar 2
Yousuf Saifullah 2
Takashi Sakakura 2

Maria Sanchez 2

Toshiyuki Sashihara 1
Tony Seboorian 2
Arne Simonsson 2

Jaesu Song 2

Charlie Tai 2
Sandy Turner 1
Michael Williams 1

Tan Pek Yew 2

5. Requirement Ad Hoc Attendees

5.1. Attendees (1 or 2 times during the week)

Yogesh Bhatt 2

Alan Carlton 2

Steven Crowley 1

Stefano Faccin 1

Peretz Feder 2

Prasad Govindarajan 2

Vivek Gupta 2

YounHee Han 2

Cheng Hong 2

HeeYoung Jung 1

Sugiyama Keizo 1

Ohki Kimhiro

Sungjin Lee 1

Hyoung Kyu Lim 1

Xiaoyu Liu 2

Mahalingam Mani 2

Ajay Rajkumar 2

Michael Williams 2
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