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Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Second Day Meetings: Galleria South - H; Wednesday, July 14, 2004

1. Technical Requirement Ad Hoc 8:00AM – 9:00AM
2. Joint Session with IEEE 802.11 WIEN SG in an Ad-Hoc
2.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 9:00AM; Welcome of joint ad hoc with .11 WIEN group
2.2. Technical Presentation: IEEE 802.11 Wireless Interworking with External Networks (WIEN) Study Group (21-04-0107-00-0000-IEEE-802-11-WIEN-SG-update.ppt) (Stephen McCann, Siemens)
2.2.1. Q: Are you going to work with 3GPP2? Or will it be dealt with in a serial manner?  A: 3GPP and 3GPP2 in parallel, although the question in this slide are biased toward 3GPP. PP and PP2 seem to be the two main organizations driving these internetworking scenarios.
2.2.2. Comment:  .21 addresses 3GPP interworking scenarios, beyond PHY/MAC. Response: WIEN tries to keep within the traditional PHY/MAC scope of 802.11. 
2.2.3. Comment on liaisons by Ajay: Liaison would come from WG, not a TG issue. There are some discussions under the EC, but across 802. 
2.2.4. Q: How exactly the network detection and selection problem related to internetworking. A: This is interworking because the information comes from the network. We discussed with FR SG that it is within FR scope or WIEN scope. The decision is that it is WIEN scope, overlapping with .21. Within WIEN, we are looking into details specific to .11 technology. Models and concepts may come from .21, but the details should be .11.
2.2.5. Comment: Network detection is not only a .11 specific L2 issue, but also a L3 issue.  Response: We have not looked into details yet. Our charter can not deal with L3 issues. L3 detection, e.g. L3 ID, may require changes of L2 beacon or parameters. Such solutions may affect L2. We will not look into generic models between networks, but detailed changes in .11 space.  
2.2.6. Q: Mandate from TGr regarding Network Detection and Selection? A: Yes. They felt it is a good topic. Comment: TGr is 802.11 based, not heterogeneous network handover. 
2.2.7. Comment: Some issues are more generic issues of 802.21, some from IETF. IETF EAP WG also deals with network selection issues. The items at IEEE 802.11 could be solved with existing IEEE 802.11 mechanisms, and not really conflicting with IEEE 802.21.
2.2.8. Q: Network detection and selection here is still within 802.11 networks? A: Yes. WIEN model may follow 802.21, but will focus on specific changes to 802.11 technologies. Comment by Ajay: There could be two models for 802.11 network detection, .11 specific network detection model and .21 generic model which could be used for .11. That could be confusion by implementer. Response by Cheng: They should co-exist. Response by Stephen: WIEN is still a study group, defining PAR and Scope. Draft spec is planned next year. Hopefully then .21 model could come out and WIEN follows. Our intension is to make modifications to 802.11 standard. 
2.2.9. Q: ARID issue relates to backend network side. Is there any perception that we could standardize between AP and some other network elements? A: Soohong gave us presentation yesterday with TGr. It is concluded that this is something that should be done. The question is where it could be done, WIEN, FR, .21, .11k, or WNM? 
2.2.10. Q: Do you have idea of where such functions to be implemented? A: No. Within 802.11, there are some groups we could look at. 
2.2.11. Q: what are layer 2 interactions? A: IEEE 802.21 comes out with some models and concepts which allow any interactions with layer 2, WIEN will have a look at that in IEEE 802.11 technical specification. WIEN is not working on triggers.

2.2.12. Q: In what form will WIEN will take outputs from 802.21? A: This is a question about future procedures for 802.21 to other 802 technologies. In reality, 802.11 will have to watch 802.21 draft documents, but not wait until the completion of .21 specifications because this will delay the modification to .11.  802.11 does not expect changes of its technology because there are many .11 technologies.  

2.2.13. Q: When WIEN becomes a Task Group, should it have mandate changes of 802.11 specifications caused by IEEE 802.21?   A: Yes. 
2.2.14. Comment on procedure questions by Michael: IEEE 802.11 people are working on exactly the same topics as we are. 802.11 communities are more influential probably. They have customer base and market demands. Obviously they are not waiting for .21. We need to work together with them, and even cellular, since some .21 changes suggested would be fundamental.  Response:
2.2.15. Comment: Group like 802.16 internetworking or roaming Study Group is possible.

2.2.16. WIEN meeting at 16:00, Thursday, 15th July.  

2.3. Technical Presentation: Access Router Identifier (ARID)for supporting L3 mobility (21-04-0078-00-0000-arid.ppt) (Soohong Daniel Park, Samsung Electronics)

2.3.1. Q: What kind of ID are you suggesting? If it is too large, it consumes a lot of resources, if it is too small, it may not unique. A: In this solution, it is 8 bit. My approach is just to distinguish L3 in the neighborhood. In this diagram, only there are only three Access Routers.
2.3.2. Comment: Then there are some notions of management domain. Otherwise, how could you provide ID across the networks? 
2.3.3. Comment: From discussions in yesterday joint meeting with TGr, the bits have already been used. Response: We need further discussion of these solutions.
2.3.4. Comment: In IEEE 802.16, the IP address may not change even if the domain changes. You may need more information, not just the AR. Reachability to home agent/mobility agent is needed. IETF has several drafts talking about this. The input from mobile node may also be needed to tell the network its identity and intension in probe requests.
2.3.5. Comment: IETF DNA WG is trying to make a “Link Identifier” which is similar to ARID to detect network attachment. 802.21 and other WG should make generic solutions, compatible with IETF and other WGs. Response: Yes, IETF has “Link ID”. The link ID problem is that IP packet needs to be exchanged, even if the handover is L2. We have to solve this problem based on L2. 

2.3.6. Comment: There should be some solutions to identify the L3 changes. ARID is just one solution, link identifier in the DNA group stands as another solution. ARID needs manual configuration and that may have problems.
2.3.7. Comment: ARID might be useful within one domain, but not sufficient for crossing administrative domain. 
2.4. Recess of the Joint Session with 802.11 WIEN SG in Ad-Hoc at 10:20AM; Break

3. IEEE 802.21 WG Technical Presentations
3.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 10:35AM

3.2. Technical Presentation: MIH Reference Model (21-04-0095-00-0000-MIH_ref_model.doc) (Contributor: Peretz Feder, Ajay Rajkumar, Lucent. Presented by Peretz Feder)
3.2.1. Introduce concepts of Home MIH server, Visited MIH server, MIH Database, Broker Network and Access Network. 
3.2.2. Information in the MIH Database could be pull or push by the networks. The decision is made by policy engines.
3.2.3. Comment: We can not omit the client. Handover state machine or engine on the mobile side needs to have a paragraph so that we can complete the specification. Response: The left side of the picture shows the terminal side. Refer to Alan’s model in another document. The state machine or engine could be plugged.
3.2.4. Comment that an example should be useful for basic requirement document, which shows one way it could be deployed. Response: Requirement does not show examples or implementations.
3.2.5. Comment that we may not study communication in the network side, e.g. between H-MIH and V-MIH. Response: We have discussions about more than one domain. It is difficult for the operator.
3.2.6. Comment by Mani that a client may have identity which is recognized independently by different foreign networks, the handover could still happen. The client may not necessarily get information from the home network.
3.2.7. Comment on Models by Ajay: There are two models: The model considered in this group till now is that a user has a single profile, session seamlessly between networks; the model suggested by Mani is that a user has two profiles with two independent operators. Mani’s suggestion is viable.
3.2.8. Comment that from the logical and business point of view, multiple profiles are needed. The state machine may have several profiles which can be seamlessly switched.
3.2.9. Mani: Seamless handover between cellular and corporate network is an example. Peretz: Broker function is necessary. Mani: Independent profiles, probably different AAA.
3.2.10. Comment by Yogesh that we are not assuming any type of coupling. We should not give preference to a particular type of coupling model.
3.2.11. Comment that there will be need for operators of different access network to authenticate for each other, or to each other. Operators require that PRL and PLMN interwork, and PP/PP2 have to harmonize their work. PLMN selection, e.g. WCDMA/CDMA2k or GSM/CDMA, enables mobility and authentication between different networks, different operators, and even different access networks. Response: Yes. There still needs to be some entities to help to determine which domain is selected.

3.2.12. Comment that it is up to the operator to make policies or decision, but technologies should not prevent that. Response: Policies dictate PRL/PLMN interworking is allowed or prevented.

3.2.13. Comment that there has to be trust factors between networks. Typically then the admin for the two domains/networks would have agreement to permit handover. 
3.2.14. Q: Are we precluding dumb client? A: No but the handover might be less seamless. 

3.2.15. Comment that we may not necessarily use different security models
3.2.16. Q: Do we need some AAA server in this diagram? A: When we talk about user profile, AAA may be drawn there in information database. Comment: We may take into consideration in requirement section 4.3, static info in information base. Response: Static info may be carried in hints.
3.3. Technical Presentation: Cross Domain Trigger and Handover Talking Points (21-04-0100-02-0000-cross_domain_talking_points.ppt) (Michael G. Williams, Nokia)
3.3.1. The presentation follows up the contribution to joint meeting with TGr/s yesterday. Revision number 2.
3.3.2. Q: Are these slides showing coverage overlapping? A: Yes, coverage overlaps in these diagrams. Comment that in Technical Requirement document, coverage may or may not overlap. Response: That’s consensus in requirement document.
3.3.3. Comment that L2.5 entities in .11 AP and .16 BS may communicate with each other directly without assistance of L3, which is a kind of tight coupling internetworking model. Currently we are assuming that triggers are sent to L3 or upper layers. They may also be sent between correspond L2.5 entities.
3.3.4. Comment that the transmission of information such as triggers requires that two networks trust each other. Moreover, particular information may be needed to match format when things like triggers are transmitted from one network to another. Response: Mobile may solicit such particular information from networks.
3.4. Break for Lunch

3.5. Extension of Technical Requirement Ad Hoc

3.5.1. Meeting called to order by Michael Williams at 2:00PM

3.5.2. Continue on the Technical Requirement document. Intend to complete by the end of this meeting.

3.5.3. Discussion is based on revision 1: 21-04-0087-01-0000-Draft_Technical_ Requirements.doc
3.5.4. Section 1.2 Assumptions

3.5.4.1. Q: Is one interface going across ESS in scope? A: It is part of our work. We can accept drafts or proposals.

3.5.4.2. General consensus that this is in our scope

3.5.4.3. . 
3.5.5. Suggest the notion of phased approach for this WG.
3.5.6. Comment Resolution for Architecture Section
3.5.6.1. We should work on triggers in the first phase, and L2.5 and Information base in second phase.

3.5.6.2. Comment: Might need triggers relative to MIP

3.5.6.3. Comment: May not need to enumerate all the triggers here, but if not will get many different proposals

3.5.6.4. Comment: Triggers might be pushed based on expressed interest, info base would be perhaps pull

3.5.6.5. Comment: Need a requirement here that our standard will allow a variety for handover algorithms

3.5.6.6. Comment: Could we group triggers into functional groups?
3.5.6.7. ACTION: Add 5 inputs as classes of events (MANAGEMENT, MAC, PHY, L3 and APPLICATION).

3.5.6.8. Add purpose of why we do this; Add reference to RFCs

3.5.6.9. Comment resolution of encourage to triggers definition relative to Mobile IP.

3.5.6.10. Discussion of grouping triggers into functional groups. Comment that it could map the triggers to specific technologies.

3.5.6.11. Discussion: Need interface definition for each of these in form of MAC primitives. Comment that we did not see any trigger model. Do this work at least after L2.5 is finalized.

3.5.6.12. Comment to use “Events”, rather than “Triggers”

3.5.6.13. Address comment “example of application events”
3.5.6.13.1. In unbounded TBD, Add “triggers can be transmitted between any network elements”; Add “triggers can be extended to accommodate any types of network elements”; Change to “triggers source and destination is independent of network element type”

3.5.6.14. Enable us to call for proposal to define triggers.
3.6. Recess until tomorrow

3.6.1. Joint meeting with IEEE 802.11 TGn on Thursday. 8:00AM - 9:00AM.

3.6.2. Third day IEEE 802.21 WG meetings on Thursday, 9:00AM

4. Attendees

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

Takashi Aramaki 2

Senng Kwon Baek 2

Yogesh Bhatt 2

Alistair Buttar 2
Alehandro Caragni 1
Alan Carlton  2

Jon Edney 1

Stefano Faccin 1

Peretz Feder 2

Chris Fitzgerald 2

Mike Geipel 2
Yuri Goldstein 2
Nade Golmie
Prasad Govindarajan 2
Vivek Gupta 2

Abdul Hafid 2

James Han 2

Younhee Han 2

Eleanor Hepworth 2
Cheng Hong 2

David Hunter 2

Shinkichi Ikeda 2

David Johnston 1

HeeYoung Jung 2

Naveen Kakani 1

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 2

Stephen McCann 1
Chan Young Park 1

Soohong Park 2

Ajay Rajkumar 2
Stefan Rommer 2
Takashi Sakakura 2

Maria Sanchez 2
Toshiyuki Sashihara 2

Tony Seboorian 1
Dong-Jye Shyy 2

Arne Simonsson 2

Inder Singh 1
Jaesu Song 2

Charlie Tai 2
Michael Williams 2










Minutes
page 6
Xiaoyu Liu, SAMSUNG


