August 2004
                                           21-04-00xx-00-0000  


[image: image1.png]EEE
802










[image: image2.png]



IEEE P802 

Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Editor: Vivek Gupta
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1. Opening Remarks by Ajay Rajkumar
1.1. Roll Call

1.2. Intend to resolve comments in the document:  Unresolved Comments in Requirements Document as of 9th August 2004 (21-04-0128-00-0000-Unresolved_Comments_9Aug2004.doc); Most of the comments have been resolved.
1.3. Quickly go through Yogesh’s additional comments on section 1-4.

1.4. No other comments before the start of the teleconference.
2.  Resolution of Yogesh’s New Comments

2.1. Refer to the additional new comments submitted by Yogesh on 8/11 (21-04-0128-01-000-Unresolved_Comments_9Aug2004_Yogesh_Input.ZIP)

2.2. Comment on Section 1.2
2.2.1. Ajay: We have discussed the first comment. We still have not come up with scenario with .15. If we could have such scenarios, we could include them.
2.2.2. Summary by Ajay: The first comment has been covered.

2.2.3. Yogesh: The expression in section 1.2 seems that .21 covers handover two interfaces between 3GPP and 3GPP2 also. It’s not IEEE’s job. 
2.2.4. Y: What’s the relationship of PP/PP2 with 802.21 work? A: No relationship with .21 work. 

2.2.5. Ajay: Let’s put an additional sentence to say that we would not deal with handover between PP and PP2. We could deal with 16 to PP/PP2 or any other combinations. 

2.2.6. Comment: Why do we make differences between 5.2 and 1.2: in section 5.2, we say ‘between 802 and non-802 cellular’, but in section 1.2, the point is not so specific.

2.2.7. Ajay: How about mimic the 5.2 statement? Instead of saying ‘be any of the two interfaces above’, just say ‘any two interfaces between 802 and 802 family and cellular…’ Comment: Section 5.2 is already there. 

2.2.8. Comment to use the statement ‘interoperability of PP/PP2 is beyond the scope of this document’. 

2.2.9. Summary by Ajay: Two comments here: 1. make handovers specific among 802 and non 802 family. 2. out of scope condition.

2.2.10. Ajay: ‘MIH shall be addressed between any of the two 802 interfaces defined above, or between any 802 interface and non-802 cellular’. 

2.2.11. Straw Poll by Ajay: How many of you would agree the change I have made above? (Say ‘ok’: Eric, Feder, Yogesh, Cheng; No objection).
2.2.12. Unanimous consensus to take Ajay’s modification

2.2.13. Yogesh has again comment on “Mobile IP SHALL be supported”. Comment that this statement comes from Yogesh himself. 
2.3. Comment on Section 2.3
2.3.1. Yogesh: If some proposals come up, how could we evaluate it, whether or not seamless?  A: We could think that these are generic industry view. We could give reference to 3GPP/WLAN scenario 4/5. 

2.3.2. Y: The definitions of ‘service continuity’ and ‘seamless handover’ are fine, but we need some methods for evaluation.
2.3.3. Cheng: If we support, for example, FTP or other application, maximum delay we can agree on, make that the requirement. Ajay: No. You do not know how it is deployed. You could not guarantee anything.

2.3.4. Comment to define a set of requirements such as jitter, delay etc. Response: Even mobile IP can not guarantee any delay.

2.3.5. Comment that it is difficult to define jitter or delay for link layer or IP layer.

2.3.6. Comment that we need some ways to evaluate the proposals. Comment that some metrics would be useful.
2.3.7. Comment that for ‘ideal handover’, some quantitative metric might be ok. But in some cases, handover with acceptable degradation is still another ‘seamless handover’ according to the definition. 
2.3.8. Some comments that the definition of ‘service continuity’ is weak. The ‘service’ is not clearly defined. Response: Can not see any contradiction or weakness. The definition is general, not so specific. 
2.3.9. Straw Poll by Ajay:  How many of us agree to remove ‘service continuity’ completely from the functional requirements (section 3.1)? (Say ‘yes’: Yogesh, Yong, Chris)

2.3.10. Q: Can we take some other word from 3.1 to 2.4? A: Yes.

2.3.11. Comment that we come up with a definition, rather than functional requirement.

2.3.12. Straw Poll by Ajay: Should we replace with something else? (Say ‘yes’: one attendee)
2.3.13. Comment that the work of .21 is not to control, but to optimize the handover. 

2.3.14. Comment on 2nd paragraph of 3.1, change ‘shall support’ to ‘shall facilitate’. 
2.3.15. Comment: Remove ‘without loss of session continuity’. We already have definition of what is ‘seamless handover’. Response: ok.

2.3.16. Summary by Ajay: Section 3.1 statement: “Service continuity shall be facilitated within a network interface and between different network interfaces. Different service providers may provide coverage for the different network interfaces involved. The standard shall support seamless handover independent of the type of coupling between different networks where the underlying media supports such capabilities.”
2.4. Comment on Section 3.3

2.4.1. Yogesh: Are we going to define defining some new generic queuing mechanism? A: No.
2.4.2. Q: ‘admission control in QoS’ implies some security network access and architecture, how would .21 tackle this? A: We should see some presentations. Comment: Session could still be switched over even though there is some level of degradation, if admission control is there.
2.4.3. Comment that explicitly requirements say ‘define QoS parameters to facilitate information exchange between L2 and upper layers.’ Response: That would be too restrictive of our work.
2.4.4. Comment: Change the title of 3.3 to ‘QoS Parameter Info’ or ‘Generic QoS Parameters’? Response: No. This is about functional requirements. Such change would cause more confusion.
2.4.5. Ajay read the section 3.3 QoS. Ajay: In my view, it is just ok.

2.4.6. Comment that ‘admission control shall’ means that it is mandatory, which is not appropriate. Response: Vivek would put some new text here.
2.4.7. Summary by Ajay: Things we have come to consensus would never surface again in current context.
2.5. Review Yogesh’s Action Items

2.5.1. Last sentence ‘editor’s note’ in Section 3.2, refer to Unresolved Comments in Requirements Document as of 9th August 2004 (21-04-0128-00-0000-Unresolved_Comments_9Aug2004.doc)
2.5.2. Yogesh proposed to remove the bullet and refer to .11 and .16 class definitions. 

2.5.3. Vivek: Yogesh has problems of ATM classes. In a teleconference, we agreed to combine new definitions with other standards, and more clearly. Yogesh put there with more clear definitions. 

2.5.4. ACTION: Yogesh put this issue in email and resolve it.
2.5.5. Yogesh’s Action Item (refer to last teleconference minutes): Power Management ‘state’ definition. Yogesh does not come up out a solution yet.
2.5.6. Yogesh: I would take care of it now.

2.5.7. ACTION: Yogesh continues to work on the power management state definitions.
2.6. Comment on Section 3.8

2.6.1. Eric has similar comments on section 3.8.
2.6.2. Yogesh: Shall we put Section 3.8 just as one example?
2.6.3. Vivek: This is a proposal by Alan. Ajay: Could we move to goal section.
2.6.4. ACTION: Ajay talks to Alan and makes decision then.
2.6.5. Question on section 3.6 Security: Security part should not be part of 802.21 scope because it is not controlled by .21. What security interface you use is in control of .21? A: .21 should provide somehow security in trigger. A: It does not require .21 to do something. Any solution should not ‘compromise’ the security. Comment that .21 should not cause security issues. 

2.7. Comment on Section 4.2.2

2.7.1. No time to discuss.
3. Conclusions by Ajay:
3.1. Up to whole Section 3, all of the outstanding comments are resolved. There is not any more information. If there is still any change, resolution will be on reflector. There is not any teleconference call for up to section 3.

3.2. Unanimous consensus on Ajay’s conclusion.
4. CFP Discussion
4.1. CFP
4.1.1. Ajay: The deadline of CPF is after Berlin meeting. 
4.1.2. ACTION: We have one more week for proposals and comments on Section 5 and 6 before next teleconference call.
4.2. Discussion

4.2.1. Q: Deadline of CFP? A: Between 27th and Berlin meeting, two weeks would be for intent. Comment that only two weeks might be rush. Response: Intent is not final complete proposal. That’s not too rush. Deadline for complete proposals is a month before Nov. meeting, i.e. 16th Oct the deadline.

5. Action Items

5.1. Next teleconference meeting was scheduled on Wednesday, August 25th 2004, 7:00AM-9:00AM PST
5.2. Teleconference Adjourned

6. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Ajay Rajkumar

Cheng Hong
Chris Fitzgerald
Chris Seagren
Dong-Jye Shyy

Eric Njedjou
Mahalingam Mani

Nat Natrajan

Peretz Feder
Prasad Govindarajan
Reijo Salminen

Vivek Gupta

Xiaoyu Liu

Yogesh Bhatt
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