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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

May 18, 2005
Cairns Convention Center, Cairns, Queensland, Australia
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Third Day Meetings: Hall D; Wednesday, May 18, 2005
1. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:10AM
1.1. Overview of the changed meeting agenda (21-05-0268-02-0000-session8_agenda.doc)
1.1.1. No objection.
2. IEEE 802.21 WG Proposal Presentation (21-05-0271-00-0000-One_Proposal_Draft_Text.doc, by group efforts) 
2.1. Overview and structure of the harmonized document were introduced by Vivek Gupta. Background of the proposal harmonization was introduced as well.
2.2. List of contributors and Table of Contents were presented by Vivek Gupta.
2.3. Section 1 – Section 4 were presented by Vivek Gupta.
2.4. Section 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 were presented by Ulises Olvera Juan.
2.5. Section 5.4, 5.5, 5.7, 5.8 were presented by Peretz Feder.
2.6. Section 5.5.4 3GPP reference model was presented by Alan Carlton
2.7. Section 5.6 was presented by Ulises Olvera Juan; Section 5.6 SAPs were further clarified by Vivek Gupta.

2.8. Questions from Tom Seip, former chair of 802.15.1, and Vice Chair of Wi-Fi cellular convergence group
2.8.1. Q: Does .21 have a SIG or ideas on certification? A: We do not go that far yet. We may need to address the interoperability problem. 

2.8.2. Q: Anything related to 802.15? A: We did not see any participation from .15. We welcome any .15 groups that support IP to participate. Comment that all but blutooth use 64b addresses.
2.8.3. Q: How about mesh networking? A: We still need work to understand mesh in .21. 
2.9. Break from 10:17 to 10:36AM
2.10. Continue to present the single harmonized proposal
2.11. Section 6.1 was presented by Benjamin Koh.
2.12. Section 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 was presented by Subir Das.

2.13. Section 6.3.3 and 6.3.4 was presented by Yoshihiro Ohba.

2.14. Section 6.2 was presented by Qiaobing Xie.

2.15. Section 7 was presented by Vivek Gupta.

2.16. Section 8 was presented by Ronny Kim.

2.17. Section 9.2 was presented by Xiaoyu Liu.

2.18. Vivek Gupta wrapped up the presentation of the harmonized proposal.
3. Discussions and Comments on the Harmonized Proposal
3.1. Comments and Discussions
3.1.1. Q: Is the group interested in additional feedbacks given later? Ajay: It is ok to have feedbacks later, but better to ask questions now. People working on this proposal are in this room. 

3.1.2. Questions from the chair of one of the 3GPP/GERAN WGs

3.1.2.1. Q: Will MIH still be active in horizontal handover? A: These media specific handover mechanisms are handled in their own technology groups. Something like MIH could input triggers, commands, Information Services etc.

3.1.2.2. Q: I did not get any indications about the handoff latency. Is there any requirement on the QoS parameters like this? 
3.1.2.2.1. A: .21 is not defining a complete system. .21 only optimizes or facilitates handovers. These parameters are pertaining to particular systems. 
3.1.2.2.2. A: The intention of MIH is to help upper layers for handover. We do not have hard numbers for the overall handoff delay. This is unanimous. 

3.1.2.2.3. A: Any hard number of handoff latency is desirable for continuous services, but depends on the type of deployment. 

3.1.2.2.4. A: From the .21 perspective, if there are two techs and areas overlapping, .21 information could flow between networks. Information could be available and help the session establishment.
3.1.2.3. Q: Is there any simulation in this standard? A: One of the group members would do that later.

3.1.2.4. Q: Are you dealing with handover failure cases? It seems that this proposal does not have failure cases. A: Absolutely did we deal with the failure cases. We already have some failure cases in the handover scenarios in some proposals. We will take that later. .
3.1.3. Q: How would these primitive be used to facilitate or speed up the MIH handovers? A: We have many pages of call flows to show how that works and the overall system, but they were not included in the document at this time. Once we have a consensus on the primitives and semantics, we would include these call flows.

3.1.4. Q: What parts are the informative or normative? What does compliance to this standard mean? A: It is not clear yet.  Most of the things in Appendix are informative. The intent of the appendix should be informative. Compliance is probably beyond the current stage.  
3.2. Break for lunch from 12:30PM to 1:48PM

3.3. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 1:48PM

3.4. Continue to Discuss the Harmonized Proposal
3.4.1. Q: There is only one harmonized proposal and no down-selection. It seems that the nature of this meeting has changed. What are the processes from here now that we have a single document? Ajay: We would determine quorum and have a confirmation vote for a baseline document tomorrow. A few issues should be addressed. We would then go to ballots unless very specific items would be identified.
3.4.2. Comment: Section 5.3.1, Figure 2 - logical network reference model should be informative as an example or be deleted.  It brings more questions than answer the question. Response: It does not imply any implementation details. The intent is that having a picture like this may help people understand how the network elements are related. Comment: In 3GPP figures, all the elements here will have specific functions. It is a sensitive issue when you place functions to servers, etc. It is not the 802.21 network model. I suggest putting it in appendix, saying this is the example way, not part of the standard.
3.4.3. Greg’ Comments:
3.4.3.1. Comment: Pleased that IPv4/v6 address will be supported. 

3.4.3.2. Comment: Section 8.3, protocol stack, Figure 27 does not necessarily indicate this is what you want in the future. It seems to be IPv4 only. 

3.4.3.3. Comment: It is not necessary to say that DHCP is necessary, etc. Response: We have specific examples for MIPv4 or MIPv6.

3.4.3.4. Comment: MIHF might be able to send unauthenticated frames at L3.

3.4.3.5. Comment: Information freshness is important. Should there be timestamp or clock involved?

3.4.3.6. Comment: There seems to be a way to encapsulate router advertisements inside MIH. They need to have timestamps.

3.4.4. Michael’s Comments

3.4.4.1. Section 1-4 Overview, References, Definitions, Acronyms and Abbreviations 
3.4.4.1.1. Comment: Change wording from proposal to specification or standard.

3.4.4.1.2. Comment: Change wording when saying what is out of scope for .21, not to limit future developments or additions, but to state the scope of the problem being addresses today.

3.4.4.2. Section 5 General Architecture

3.4.4.2.1. Comment: Security – Also add paragraph about security for the handover itself? Response: We can work on this offline.

3.4.4.2.2. Q: Section 5.3.2 – Is it possible for the terminal to talk to MIH in a .16 Access Network (AN) through its .11 radio, through any mechanism (including tunneling or other)? A: We need more clarifications about. The client can only talk to only one MIH. In case of multiple access networks, per AN, you have to have one MIH. This is explained in the architectures.

3.4.4.2.3. Q: Are we defining a proxy per AN type? A: We haven’t used that term but yes sort of.

3.4.4.2.4. Q: 5.4.1 – What does the note “remote events … impossible“ mean? A: Take the possibility and re-word the sentences.
3.4.4.2.5. Comment: SAPs are parallel. We can discuss that notion in a different way.

3.4.4.2.6. Q: 5.4.2, is there no extensibility mechanism for MICS? A: No. There should be a mechanism for extending. We are updating and adding new commands. Comment: We see some sentences saying this is all the commands defined.
3.4.4.2.7. Q: 5.4.3 – Transport and security of information is out of scope? A: We will put them in a different way.

3.4.4.2.8. Comment: We must specify the information representation in XML and ASN.1. We cannot leave the information representation or it won’t be interoperable. Response: We have identified the IEs for the services. The formats of the IS IE may have different options. After we get the perspectives of the Interoperability communities, we can see whether we need to mandate it. 

3.4.4.2.9. Q: 5.5.1, do we really need the SNAP header? A: For Ethernet, that’s mandatory.

3.4.4.2.10. Q: 5.5.3: It appears there is no “open port” MIH access? Or is there insecure access? In .11 they are discussing creating security for management frames. A: No class one data frames in .16.
3.4.4.2.11. Comment: 5.8 etc for cellular – need a better term for proposal to rephrase this section. Need discussion on the process of the interactions with 3GPP/PP2. 
3.4.4.2.12. Q: 5.6.5/5.6.6, do not understand ‘some SAPs does not need to be defined’. A: The idea is not to create new PHY SAP and try to use the existing SAP. Q: Would there be any extensions? A: Look at it in specific groups and see. Comment: Remove that sentence. Define new SAPs and see how controversial they are. Do not need to state that now. Response: Reword the paragraphs and see that in media specific groups. Response: Regarding the PHY-SAPs for media types, even though we do not define, at least we need to figure out which subset of the SAP services is used by .21. All these details would be important to the document somewhere. We do not have the answer for all these details, but those sections are important from now on.
3.4.4.3. Section 6

3.4.4.3.1. Comment: 6.1.4 – clarify link event vs. MIH event (c.f. link commands & MIH commands in 6.2). Response: In Figure 1 in section 5, you can see the event flows. Comment: If we allow events to pass or go through MIH, there is no need to specify the messages fully.
3.4.4.3.2. Comment: 6.3.3.2 – Discovery or downloading of basic or extended schema should be possible via L2 without DNS.
3.4.4.4. Section 7

3.4.4.4.1. Comment: In the MIH SAP the identifiers may come from any layer. We should specify that it is up to the N-layer entity to guarantee they are unique or not as appropriate. Within MIH, it needs to keep the registrations separate, and may use internal identifiers of its clients, instead of the identity in the messages/SAPs
3.4.4.4.2. Comment: 7.4.10, the identifiers for POA might be something other than MAC. Can we set it as other identifier type we use elsewhere? Or 802.1 secure identifier? Response: We can just put ‘PoA’ there. Someone feels that it is not appropriate to put MAC address here as representation.

3.4.4.5. Section 8

3.4.4.5.1. Comment: Need discussion on MIH address and user identity. 

3.4.4.5.2. Q: Is it ok for one side to use L2 and the other to use L3? 

3.4.5. Ajay: In IEEE, if you believe that something is not addressed by this document, basically it is out of scope of that PAR, instead of the .21 WG. 

3.4.6. Michael: The unified proposal is excellent. Thanks for great efforts to do that.
3.5. Break at 3:05PM
4. Discussion on the Transport for MIH Services 

4.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 4:08PM
4.2. Discussion on new 802.1 PARs was postponed until tomorrow
4.3. Participants discussed the L3 transport for MIH services. Not all, but some representative points are:
4.3.1. Comment: IP address does not mean L3 transport. Any type of protocols may be possible.
4.3.2. Comment that we need to decide if it is reliable or unreliable.

4.3.3. Comment: What is the trust relationship between the MIHs? We need to decide how useful the security is and how much state is needed. Is trust sufficient? Or must there be encryption also?
4.3.4. Q: Where is the endpoint for IP transport? Is it limited to the first link hop? Is there a proxy then? A: If the two ends of the service are on different technologies, they cannot be reached via L2 only. 

4.3.5. Comment: Suggest proxy architecture alternatives.

4.3.6. Q: What is the relationship between the terminal and the network in .21? It still needs to be discussed? Can IEEE do L3 transport definition? Ajay: IEEE convention is to restrict to MAC. IETF groups have shown an interest to do the work for .21 on .21 requirements. It might be practical for us to do requirements only and give them to IETF. We have to define the requirements no matter who does the L3 protocol.
4.3.7. Comment: Need to clarify transport in the architecture.

4.3.8. Comment that a generic data service layer over IP, like TCP/UDP, should be ok for the transport. Service discovery could be difficult. L2 is good because it is so well defined. It’s ok for L2 to use L3 as a pipe. 

4.3.9. Comment: You can use the upper layers anyway you like.  But being transport independent is impossible, i.e. no application is truly independent.

4.3.10. Comment: Do not think we should specify L2/L3 which layer transport is required. 

4.3.11. Comment: If it is in a single hop, L2 transport may be used as transport. However, if the architecture would be proxy alternative, would it be L2 transport? The terminal should not know what is used beyond the first hop. Comment: The requirement should not constrain the designs. 

4.3.12. Comment that MIH almost needs its own addressing so that it can be independent of the transport’s addressing.
4.3.13. Comment that the .11, .16 and 3GPP networks are very diverse. We should not restrict APIs or implementations. Now the MIH looks like a convergence sublayer, and also has an Ethertype that determines an L3 packet type.  Do not tie down to specific protocols.
4.3.14. Comment: Do not need to define the transport protocol. Only define the information, triggers and commands. Comment: We do not need that transport protocol. In the document, there is a MIH protocol. We should only define the elements. 

4.3.15. Comment:  MIB can be used by L3 due to the good management interface already defined.

4.3.16. Comment that we do not need to define how policy managers work. We define a storage repository of the IEs accessible to anything regardless of access mechanisms.

4.3.17. Comment that the MIB approach means IP transport. Usually there is a central repository that is inflexible. MIH needs to be distributed and much more flexible. Ajay: We should not restrict us to MIB.

4.3.18. Comment that an Information Base (IB) itself is independent from SNMP, e.g. 3GPP has IBs that are not accessed via IP. Comment that IB usually holds non-time-critical information. L2 protocol is needed for “real time” information delivery.

4.3.19. Comment that ILMI used an IB over L2. It defined an L2 encapsulation for ATM. It was straightforward. But the message types have to map to the requirements directly. Reliability, etc. communication properties must be analyzed.
4.3.20. Q: If we only have the multi-hop problem with Information Service (IS), does that make it unique? Or do we have the multi-hop problems with Command Service/Event Service (CS/ES)? Feeling is that multi-hop is only for IS. Command service is pretty simple. Suggestion to rename information database only, and do not define the protocol.
4.3.21. Q: Multi-hop means IP link or L2 link? Ajay: IP link. Comment that all the three services are somehow time-sensitive though Information Service is not so time-sensitive. IS just collects info and helps make decisions. Do not recommend CS/ES to go over multi-hop IP link.

4.3.22. Q: Do we need a fragmentation bit and number in the MIH general packet format? Comment: No, it could be done in the transport. Comment that Ethernet MACs do not all have fragmentation support.
4.3.23. Comment that the general packet format may not be just right for MIIS over all transports. Header format could be different. At least we should identify what should be contained in the higher layer transport. Just identify the list of the required fields. 

4.3.24. Closing comment by Ajay: Still feel that we do need to address the transport issues. We may be able to handle such issues. 

5. Recess at 5:32PM 

5.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 8:00AM
5.1.1. Roll call for quorum would start at 8:15AM.
5.1.2. Confirmation vote at 9:00AM
6. Attendees

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