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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

November 18, 2004

Hyatt Regency Convention Center, San Antonio, TX, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Fourth Day Meetings: Navarro; Thursday, November 18, 2004

1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:00AM 

2. Presentation of Proposals

2.1. Proposal #11: 21-04-0159-01-0000-MIH_Proposal.ppt, Presented by Peretz Feder, Lucent
2.1.1. Comment: Slide 5, first bullet, why do we preclude CS? .11, .16 and everyone bring real-time service. Response: Our PAR does not cover circuit to IP. We maintain IP session, not voice session.
2.1.2. Comment: UMA work was taken by 3GPP/GERAN. GERAN covers both CS and PS, compatible with UTRAN.  Lots of triggers are already done, including CS triggers.
2.1.3. Comment: Slide 5, 4th and 5th bullet, if MT is not owned by home network, how does it perform bootstrapping? Response: Bootstrapping starts with the available links, which are at least controlled by operator. First time subscribe, you’d better connected to home networks. After something is started, then you can turn off you driver.
2.1.4. Comment: 6th bullet, MIH select only one interface. In some scenarios, multiple interfaces are possible, running different applications. Response: We have triggers going over MIH. And we have other policies or engine to do that. 

2.1.5. Q: MIH state machine has hooks and can be integrated into PPP? A: Yes. Not change PPP, but create the SAP on the PPP side. Why not going IETF, and ask them to provide interfaces. Comment: It is an implementation issue. 
2.1.6. Comment: Slide 47, can you still use EAP for peer-to-peer mutual authentication even if MIH is not sitting in AP or RNC? Response: Do EAP to the closest AAA, any other AAA authentication. 

2.1.7. Comment: We do not want to put in the spec particular mapping of QoS and security dynamically? Response: QoS mapping is required. In terms of security, the subscriber gets policy from service provider. SP makes decision. Mapping is dictated by the policy which is rather Service Provider related.
2.1.8. Q: Slide 6, handover controller can be transparent to decision or orders? A: Yes. 
2.1.9. Comment: Slide 22, MIH is registered to 3GPP MAC management. 3GPP MAC does not have the same functions as .11 MAC.
2.1.10. Comment: Slide 6, dynamic info should be available to the MIH controller. Response: Change the picture to reflect that.
2.2. Proposal #12: 21-04-0162-02-0000-Interdigital.ppt, Presented by Alan Carlton, Interdigital

2.2.1. Q: Would you standardize the handover procedures in your proposal? A: No. The scenarios show the value of .21 triggers, etc, how they meet together. 

2.2.2. Comment: Slide 14, we have to look at the problems over the air interfaces. If it is implemented in hardware, we may need bearer indication process. It is rather complicated. Response: It is a starting point. We can choose to take that challenge.
2.2.3. Q: Do you need .11/3G stacks to modify to make your primitives more efficient? A: Idea here is to come up with generic heterogeneous handover.
2.2.4. Comment: Slide 10, network management only interface to UDP/TCP? Response: Some are not shown. Bubbles are essentially SAPs.

2.2.5. Q: Some MIH messages are through management plane, some through control plane? A: Yes

2.2.6. Comment: Three layers in the MIH you show. Response: One layer. Those are functionality of MIH. 

2.2.7. Q: What is precisely your proposal to .21? A: Events/triggers, dialogs between the SAPs. 

2.2.8. Q: Slide 14, what gives the trigger at Init state? A: MIH info is delivered in beacon, advertisement, higher layer entity, or map to something else. Q: Network Discovery is trigger based? A: ND could happen all the time. Not necessarily going back and forth. 
2.2.9. Q: Slide 23, are you assuming different 802 same IP subnet, or different subnet? A: different, since mobile IP is here.
2.2.10. Comment: Slide 19, the where the MIH is located in the network side has different impacts on the transport options. Response: We already discussed this issue in previous presentations.

2.2.11. Comment: Slide 31, FMIP scenario, better to include MIH_MAC_order primitive after MIH_HANDOVER_COMMIT.indication, requesting to switch the MAC types. FMIP specify that neighbor advertisement is delivered after link-up trigger is received, which is an important point. Response: Agree, would take your comments. 
2.3. Proposal #13: 21-04-0171-01-0000-Samsung_MIH_Proposal.ppt, Presented by Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

2.3.1. .

2.4. Break from 1:00PM to 2:00PM

2.5. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 2:00PM

2.6. Unresolved Comments on All the Presentation
2.6.1. Comments on Peretz Proposal (21-04-0159-01-0000):
2.6.2. Comment: Slide 29, what is the trigger to mobile IP? Response: Slide 13, binding.request/response.
2.6.3. Comment: You just have one SAP to PP/PP2; more would be needed for other services. If you only that SAP, how to map QoS attributes from one link to another? Response: We have info from 3GPP colleagues to understand, and take some input from them.
2.6.4. Q: Slide 5, what is the function of handover controller? A: It is a concept. 
2.6.5. Q: why it is network layer centric? A: network layer just do binding. Not saying what is relevant and what not.
3. Evaluation Criteria Discussion 
3.1. Evaluation Criteria Ad Hoc Update (by Nada Golmie)
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	Option #1
	Option#2
	Option#3

	Evaluation Guidelines
	January 2005
	January 2005
	January 2005

	Phase I

More Details with explanatory text
	January 2005
	January 2005
	March 2005

	Phase II

Draft Text & Vote
	March 2005
	May 2005
	May 2005


3.1.1. Nada presented the conclusion of Evaluation Criteria Ad Hoc on 8:30PM-10:30PM on Wednesday

3.1.2. Straw Polls by Ajay:
3.1.3. How many participants are in favor of Option #1: Evaluation guideline: Jan 2005; Phase I (more details with explanatory text): Jan 2005; Phase II (Draft text & vote): Mar 2005 (For: 0; Against: 23; Abstain: 1)
3.1.4. How many participants are in favor of Option #2: Evaluation guideline: Jan 2005; Phase I: Jan 2005; Phase II, May 2005 (For: 2; Against: 8; Abstain: 14)
3.1.5. How many participants are in favor of Option #3: Evaluation guideline: Jan 2005; Phase I: Mar 2005; Phase II, May 2005. (For: 25; Against: 0 Abstain: 3)
3.1.6. Conclusion by Ajay: We would go Option #3.
3.1.7. Ajay: Weekly teleconferences would be scheduled before Jan. meeting to discuss evaluation criteria.
3.1.8. Ajay: Encourage people to harmonize their proposals offline and come back in Jan with more details. A
3.1.9. Q: If harmonized proposals are broken into pieces, they would be assigned new DCNs or just use old DCNs?  Ajay: New DCNs for each component if the proposals are broken. 
3.2. Break at 3:30PM

4. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

4.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay at 4:00PM
4.2. Liaison Updates

4.2.1. IEEE 802.16 liaison in place (DJ Johnston)

4.2.1.1. .16 WG has a new TG to carry .21 information
4.2.2. IEEE 802.11 liaison update (David Hunber)
4.2.2.1. 802.11 Groups related to 802.21: 11r/WIEN/WNM

4.2.2.2. 60 comments on WNM PAR.

4.2.2.3. 802.11r motivations, background and summary of the 8 proposals were presented.
4.2.3. General Liaison Update
4.2.3.1. Chair encouraged attendees to participate PP/PP2 meetings.

4.3. Future Sessions  

4.3.1. Interim: 

4.3.1.1. Jan 16th – 21th, Hyatt Regency Monterey; Monterey, CA, USA; Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20

4.3.2. Plenary: 

4.3.2.1. March 13th – 18th, Hyatt Regency; Atlanta, GA, USA; Co-located with all 802 groups

4.3.3. Interim: 

4.3.3.1. May 15th – 20th, TBD, Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20

4.3.4. Plenary:
4.3.4.1. San Francisco, CA, USA, co-located with all 802 groups
M: anybody interested in an extra interim? Floor: not many.
4.4. New or Unfinished Business 

4.4.1. No response from floor

4.5. Adjourn until January 2005 Interim in Monterey, CA, USA
5. Attendees

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

Additional harmonization 





Evaluation criteria used in Phase II down selection





ad hoc group works on evaluation guidelines document





Evaluation Guidelines


To understand and review 


proposals





Additional harmonization 





Proposal is no longer 


considered by group 





Motion fails to get 75%





Motion to be included in standard passes by 75%





Draft Standard 


Text is contributed to


Draft IEEE 802.21 


Standard





Phase II


Draft Text 


(available 2 weeks prior to meeting)





November 2004





Phase I


More details with explanatory text


(available 1 wk prior to meeting)





Initial Phase


All proposals submitted in 


response to the Call for Proposal


 #21-04-0151-02 are presented 





Presentation Phase Timeline








Minutes
                                     Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT
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