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Wired and Wireless LANs Handoff

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

March 16, 2004

Hilton, Lake Buena Vista, Florida

Chair: D.J. Johnston

Vice Chair: Ajay Rajkumar

Secretary: Michael Glenn Williams

First Day Meetings: Tuesday, March 16th, 2004

1. Meeting opening

1.1. Agenda bashing

1.1.1. Meeting called to order by DJ Johnston 9:00

1.1.2. Discussion of order of submission Agenda moved to approve

1.1.2.1. Vivek Moves, Ajay 2nds

1.1.3. Approval of minutes 

1.1.3.1. Dong-Jye Shyy moves to approve, Vivek 2nd
1.2. Meeting server details

1.2.1. http://10.0.1.21 or http://handover will provide access to all documents

1.2.2. Follow the “Current Session…” link to upload / download submissions

1.3. Review rules of order, two essential slides

1.3.1. IEEE 802, 802.21 rules of order presented

1.3.1.1. Voting rights obtained by 75% attendance of the 6 sessions this week

1.3.1.2. Roberts Rules of Order will be used

1.3.2. Patent policy slides presented – No responses

1.3.3. Slide on discussions which are disallowed also presented
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IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including

patent 

applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the pate

nt holder or 

applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with 

both mandatory 

and optional portions of the standard. This assurance shall be p

rovided without 

coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation

when a patent 

becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assu
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letter that is in the form of either 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not
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demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination 
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tandard's 

approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevoc

able during that 

period.
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1.4. Ask for volunteers for election, review of election rules :

1.4.1. Interim Chair will not be standing for chair

1.4.2. Ajay Rajkumar volunteers for Chair, Michael Glenn Williams for Vice Chair

1.4.3. Attendance is paper, require 4 meetings for voting rights

1.4.4. Review of remainder of the doc on the server stating the rules (802.21 election rules r1.doc)

1.4.5. Confirmation will be at the SEC meeting Friday afternoon

1.4.6. No questions from the floor on the elections

1.5. Review of submissions for the week

1.5.1. Request uploading of submissions. 

1.5.2. Q: does it have to be on the server for 4 hours  A: No that is a .11 rule only. .21 doesn’t have any rules of its own in place at this time.

1.5.3. Q: Is there a numbering scheme for the docs? A: Not yet we need one though. Docs submitted this session are the first 802.21 docs.

2. Technical presentations

2.1.  Handoff Scenarios (slides are XXX) (D.J. Shyy MITRE)

2.1.1. C: Consider indoor technologies

2.1.2. Q:  The .3 primary application is a docked laptop yes? A: Yes

2.1.3. C: .11 is looking to standardize having different bands active in the same ESS, in .11k and.11r

2.1.4. Q: Isn’t .11 to .3 a realistic scenario? A: I personally don’t think so. 

2.1.5. C: We cannot refer to a std which isn’t approved (e.g. .20). One that is almost there you can refer guessing it will be ready.

2.1.6. C: We really need .3 to .11. Also, specifying the cellular as a group isn’t accurate because they have different MAC/PHYs

2.1.7. C:  The interaction with cellular will be very different than 802 stds. Also how this doc will be written will differ. It might refer to other docs such as cellular etc. Each will be separate.

2.1.8. C: We should have trigger points that 3GPP/3GPP2/GSM would be compliant with.

2.1.9. C: Timing issue: suggest intra 802 technology be prioritized first, then cellular so the standard will be done in time.

2.1.10. C:  Probably we will need separate/parallel  tracks for each MAC/PHY

2.1.11. 3GPP/PP2 are already working so we have to do something soon or our work will be editorial only

2.1.12. C: This seems like primarily a MAC effort not a PHY effort. R: It will be above that a bit. C: There are the regular groups dealing with those issues. 

2.1.13. C: Mess group may be overlapping as well. 

2.1.14. C: Triggers are on MAC & PHY so it will affect layers, but our mandate is to stay on L1&2. R: Enhancing MAC service is cleanly in our work. Interworking w/ cellular isn’t so clear at this time. 

2.1.15. Handoff from .15 to .3 should be supported. 

2.1.16. C: At the end of the week we could look at all the motions. Let’s give some time for everyone to absorb it. Collate the requirements perhaps then try and accept them as a bundle by the group.

2.2. Architectural cases (doc is XXX) (DJ Shyy MITRE)

2.2.1. Q: What is open coupling? A: WLAN will send bill to Cellular, no other interaction in the networks (just a backhaul office link)

2.2.2. Q: Any reasons not to include authentication in open coupling? It usually acts as a trigger for accounting. A: Could be yes. 

2.2.3. Q: What is tight coupling? A: locate both AP & cellular BS in same box. The data would be treated as if it came from BS means very tight. C: Very tight coupling is my invention.

2.2.4. Q: Would we be constrained by what 3GPP direction is already? A: Tight is pretty well agreed to yes.

2.2.5. C: Most tight coupling variants have been around since 98. There is another, very very tight coupling where the cellular BS and WLAN AP are combined. R: It is just a theoretical comment.

2.2.6. C: Tight coupling would be best because cellular security can be re-used. 

2.2.7. C: On provisioning, it’s possible on WLAN as well.

2.2.8. Q: How do the priorities affect what triggers are valid etc. A: Most of the submissions to date follow the loose coupling model.

2.3. Requirements (doc XXX) (DJ Shyy MITRE)

2.3.1. Would we support all releases of each cellular standard or just give a minimum release level.

2.3.2. C: Should say that both networks should have roaming agreements

2.3.3. Q: Does the terminal have to be multimode, or do we support a single interface device which has an interworking device externally ? A: Multiple interface device is the big driver. Our job is to say how you get from one network to the other. Not to specify how a .16 RAN attaches to a cellular network that is .16 

2.3.4. C: Please define hat a voice session is in more detail. R: “session” means something different to cellular. “service” might be another term.

2.3.5. C: We need a lexicon / glossary. 

2.3.6. Q: Do you mena to support IPv4 and IPv6 at the same time? R: It probably wouldn’t be both at the same time. The IETF will deal with the multi-stacking idea. 

2.3.7. C: IP clients will register with our service. No reason why we can’t support multiple registrations at once. 

2.3.8. C: In cellular are you talking about handover below IP? R: IMS is all IP. Stds bodies already writing. It should support 2.5 and 3G.

2.3.9. Show of hands how many go to 3GPP or PP2? 4 hands raised. C: Perhaps we should capitalize on this.

2.3.10. C: No user intervention required is a driving idea. User experience has diverse criteria. R: I agree, because security might be a concern.

2.3.11. C: .11k is perhaps looking at load balancing. Cisco CCX looks at that as well. An undefined management function handles it. It is well out of scope for us because it is being done in other groups. 

2.3.12. Load condition may be a potential trigger, if acted on or not.

2.3.13. C: Handoff speed is something that needs consensus building because some groups are claiming existing practice is fast enough. 

2.3.14. C: The voice requirements bring up some time hogs in standards committees. QoS mapping across domains is one of them. 

2.3.15. C: That noting some media can/can’t meet the performance requirements in our doc. C: That performance of handover is a goal not a spec requirement. C: If we place it in the standard it becomes a something we must fulfill before completion of standard. 

2.3.16. C: Very difficult to map encryption between networks. C: It isn’t necessary that authentication takes place because the SA could be transferred in a context transfer. C: We’re not in a position to define security. 

2.3.17. Q: How about when mobility req’s security? A: It does. 

2.3.18. C: IP is a layer above the MAC. There is security at both layers. Make a clarification about security persistence at all layers. 

2.3.19. C: We might wind up signaling what layers of security are completed. 

2.3.20. C: We might be out of scope trying to indicate higher or lower layers security. 

2.3.21. C: Our service / function registration mechanism won’t be able to tell what layer has registered with us.

2.3.22. C: There is a difference between user and device authentication we might need to note that.

2.4. Review of Fast Roaming PAR, amendment for input (docs are  www.ieee802.org/11/PARs/11-03-0771-05-frfh-possible-par.doc, 802.11r_amendment)

2.4.1. Clint Chaplin and others from 802.11r came in to discuss.

2.4.2. Over the five line limit. 

2.4.3. Using the term roam is confusing. 

2.4.4. Wordsmith  changes to scope & purpose involving changing “roam” to inter-BSS transitions.

2.4.5. Comment about the trouble with use of term AP given current .11 discussion. Not a binding comment.

2.4.6. Comment that this is a really good change and we hope it is accepted.

2.4.7. Chair takes the action to get the agreed comments to Stuart Kerry’s red folder by 5 PM today. 

2.5. Technical presentation: L2 & L3 Awareness (doc is802.21_awareness_handover_L2&L3_r2.ppt) (Daniel Park, Samsung)

2.5.1. Q: When would an AP send the proposed enhanced message if the MAC management frame choice is used?

2.5.2. C: .11k thought about this to give some indication of boundary. Also management frames are info only, but it could be used for DoS etc. DoCoMo labs also suggested. Does the IETF group have to work directly with .11? R: Sending out a subnet boundary crossing signal is something we hope to address. An ARID might be a good way to do that. This proposal is specific to 802.11. .21 will abstract this a bit. There will be media specific “optimizations.” C: Not really an optimization. 

2.5.3. Q: Would FRSG be the right place as well? You could have subnet change within an ESS. A: Not really a FRFH. You want media independence. 

2.5.4. Comment that in .21 we could help here by defining the abstract notion of an attachment point. 

2.5.5. Comment that you might be on the same network even though you transition media types.

2.6. Technical presentation: On Requirements for 802.21 (doc is 802.21_L2_upper_layer_interaction_r1.ppt) (Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung )

2.6.1. C: Looking for information that is in common from both interface types

2.6.2. Q: The reference model isn’t decided yet right? A: Yes not yet we must discuss and decide.

2.6.3. C: Maybe management interface for static data, MAC SAP for dynamic data. 

2.6.4. C: MAC SAP allows IP to “bolt” to it. A management approach references something else which we can’t specify the interface directly. 

2.6.5. Q: Should it be CS SAP not MAC SPA? A: No .16 has a conversion sublayer that implements the 802 interface. The drawing in this proposal is the standard 802 interface. 

2.6.6. C: Interaction is essentially a get on a database, so this presentation is the most basic functionality needed. A get/set model is similar. 

2.6.7. C: We need a quantification of the benefit of each trigger. 

2.6.8. C: The poll for a signal level, link up, etc was presented a year ago. It seems good.

2.6.9. Q: How could a .16 BS suggest to a MN to handover to a .11 AP. 

2.6.10. C: Most of the difficulty / latency is in finding out the MN has moved.

2.6.11. C: That a link poll might something like a scan request in .11, don’t know, it might be a A

2.7. Technical presentation : Different forms of Mobility (doc )  (Michael G. Williams, Nokia)

2.7.1. C: [Insert notes from others here]

3. Next Meeting, Interim Meetings

3.1.1. Wednesday, 9-5, Hilton Salon VIII, other presentations

3.2. Recess until tomorrow

3.3. Attendees (0, 1 or 2 credits towards voting rights today)

Asher Altman 2

Keith Amann 0

Takashi Aramaki 2

Sanjeev Athalye 2

Harry Bims 0

Alistair Buttar 2

Alan Carlton  2

Yong Chang 1

Aik Chindapol 2

Steven Crowley 2

Stefano Faccin 0

Lars Falk 1

Peretz Feder 2

Ruben Formoso 2

Yuri Goldstein 2

Qiang Guo 2

Vivek Gupta 2

James Han 2

Younhee Han 2

Takanari Hayama 2

Eleanor Hepworth 1

Michael HogHooghi 2

Cheng Hong 2

David Hunter 2

David Huo 2

Shinkichi Ikeda 2

Prakash Iyer 2

Yeong Min Jang 0

Ho-in Jeon 1

David Johnston 2

Tyan-Shu Jou 1

Naveen Kakani 0

Allen Kasey 2

Toyoyuki Kato 1

Farrokh Khatibi 2

Byoung-Jo Kim 1

Ted Kuo 1

Masahiro Kuroda 2

Ming Lai 0

Jie Lang 0

B.J. Lee 0

Insun Lee 1

Wei Lih Lim 2

Xiaoyu Liu 2

Rahul Malik 2

Taisuke Matsumoto 2

Stephen McCann 1

David McGinniss 2

Max Miyazono 2

Patrick Mourot 2

Mullaguru Naidu 2

Chiu Ngo 2

Fran O’Brien 2

Akira Okubo 2

Soohong Park 2

Vincent D. Park 1

Jani Preetida 0

Ajay Rajkumar 2

Maximilliam Riegel 2

Stefan Rommer 2

Takashi Sakakura 2

Maria Sanchez 0

Mike Sanderson 2

Emek Sadot 1

Chris Seagren 2

Ian Sherlock 1

Dong-Jye Shyy 2

Floyd Simpson 2

Tricci So 1

SK Sung 0

Pek Yew Tang 2

Lai-Ling (Anna) Tee 2

Sandy Turner 1

Stephen Wang 0

Jim Wendt 2

Michael Williams 2

Lily Yang 1
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