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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

March 14, 2005
Hyatt Regency Atlanta, Atlanta, GA, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Regency V; Monday, March 14, 2005
1. Meeting Opening
1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 1:30PM

1.2. Meeting Agenda (21-05-0237-00-0000-session7_agenda.doc)

1.2.1. Joint Session with IEEE 802.16g (NETMAN) at 3:30PM
1.2.2. Proposal #1 presentation was moved to the joint session with 802.16g.
1.2.3. Agenda was modified to accommodate the changes. (21-05-0237-01-0000-session7_agenda.doc)
1.2.4. David Hunter 1st, Peretz Feder 2nd, moved to approve the agenda

1.2.4.1. Approved with unanimous consent

1.3. 9 new faces in Atlanta #7 session
1.4. IEEE 802.21 Session #7 Opening Notes (21-05-0243-00-0000-WGsession7_opening_notes.ppt)

1.4.1. Introduction and Network Info
1.4.1.1. External website: http://www.ieee802.org/21
1.4.1.2. Meeting website: http://10.0.1.21 

1.4.1.3. Alternate website name: http://handover/
1.4.1.4. No question
1.4.2. Attendance presented
1.4.3. IEEE 802 rules of order presented – No response
1.4.4. Robert’s rules presented – No response
1.4.5. Participants were encouraged to attend the tutorials this week.
1.4.6. Registration and media recording policy presented – No response 

1.4.7. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response
1.4.8. IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented – No response

1.4.9. Slide on discussions which are inappropriate also presented – No response
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1.4.10. Copyright was presented – No response
1.4.11. IEEE Bylaw Changes were presented – No response
1.4.12. A new format of the LoA can be obtained from the WG Vice-Chair. (21-05-0245-00-0000-IEEE_2005_loa.pdf)
1.4.13. Aims for the session

1.4.13.1. Continued contributions evaluation of proposals with more explanations

1.4.13.2. Presentation of updated proposals – 2 harmonized proposals

1.4.13.3. Further discussion on possible differences/similarities between proposed solution

1.4.13.4. Liaison update
1.4.13.4.1. Joint session with 802.11u

1.4.13.4.2. Interaction with 802.16g (NETMAN)

1.4.13.4.3. Response to IETF link indication draft

1.4.13.4.4. IETF DNA WG Chair presentation
1.4.13.5. No questions about the aims for the session

1.5. Approval of January Interim Meeting Minutes

1.5.1. David Hunter 1st, Youn-Hee Han 2nd, moved to approve the meeting minutes

1.5.1.1. Approved with unanimous consent

1.6. My Ballot beta testing volunteers
1.6.1. Volunteers could contact with Chair of IEEE 802.21 off-line.

2. MOBOPTS L2 Abstractions
2.1. Unified L2 Abstractions for L3-Driven Fast Handover (21-05-0246-00-0000-l2abst_pub.ppt, Presented by Koki Mitani, Keio University)

2.1.1. L2 abstractions for L3-driven fast handover were presented and applications for L3-driven fast handover were demonstrated.

2.1.2. Q:  What were the authentication mechanisms that are used in the demonstration? A: We did not use any authentication mechanism. Q: Was it an open system, no password? A: yes.
2.1.3. Q: Do you have the revised draft? A: Draft version 02 is available.
2.1.4. Q: What were the reactions of MOBOPTS? A: Some people in MIPv6 were interested in this work. We should do more implementations about FMIPv6.
2.1.5. Q: How much did the new L3 driven handover protocol reduce the interruption time? What was the handoff delay in your demonstration? A: 3-4ms (L3 interruption time).
2.1.6. Q: You mentioned buffering. Did you talk about the buffering? A: We did not implement buffering.  
2.1.7. Q: How many interfaces were used in the mobile nodes in your demonstration and implementations? A: Only one interface in the demonstration. Not yet implement the multiple interface scenarios.
2.1.8. Q: Do you think this protocol would be useful in the multiple interface scenarios? A: Yes. The abstraction of L2 is independent of the interfaces.
2.1.9.  Comment: The proposed mechanism could not be applied to cellular systems. It presumes that you have two Access Routers(AR), but in the cellular/WLAN handover scenarios, you do not have the exact corresponding elements to map to these two ARs. 
2.1.10. Q: In 802.21, we are talking about canceling triggers. Do you think we need to cancel such L2 triggers? A: In this implementation, it is not necessary to cancel the L2 triggers.
2.1.11. Q: An idea in 802.21 is to give the value of the reliability of the triggers. Do you think this might be useful or not? You have a link quality message, but it does not have to be a link-down message. A: It is useful for fast handovers.
2.2. Recess until 3:30PM
3. Joint Session with IEEE 802.16g 

3.1. Meeting called to order at 3:30PM by Ajay Rajkumar, IEEE 802.21 Chair, and Phillip Barber, IEEE 802.16g (NetMan) Chair
3.1.1. Opening notes by Phillip: Joint discussions between 802.21 and 802.16g about ideas, concepts and solutions would be beneficial to both working groups. Joint sessions would help one group to understand what is going on in the other group. NETMAN was created for BS-BS communications. It may also be a venue of 802.21 practices and implementations. In the joint session, 802.21 may also understand the communications between 802.16 network entities.   

3.2. IEEE 802.21 Proposal #1, Joint Harmonized Contribution, (21-05-0240-00-0000-Joint_Harmonized_MIH_Proposal_Draft_Text.doc, Presented by Vivek Gupta, et al)
3.2.1. List of Contributors and harmonization background were presented by Vivek Gupta.
3.2.2. Table of Contents and Overview of Specification were presented by Vivek Gupta.
3.2.3. Section 5.1 and 5.2 were presented by Hong Yon Lach and Stefano Faccin.
3.2.4. Section 5.3 was presented by Yogesh Bhatt.
3.2.5. Section 5.4-5.7 and the rest of the joint contribution were presented by Vivek Gupta.
3.2.6. Q: Figure 8 indicates that MIH may be contained in L2. Is the MIH to upper layer boundary extended into the upper layers? A: Regarding how far MIH is extended, it depends on different devices and overall system architectures. The bottom layer SAPs of MIH are the interfaces to different L2 technologies. MIH may not be a strict L2 entity. The upper boundary of MIH may be implementation dependent and be extended to multiple protocols, e.g., mobile IP, transport layer, applications, etc.  Comment: It is a cross-layer design. 
3.2.7. Q: Understand very well that Command Services are from higher layers to lower layers and MIH tells lower layers to switch from one link to another. What does it mean “commands from upper layer to MIH”? A: Different upper layers and applications may have different requirements. One example to use command service is to configure the links and provide what upper layers need.
3.2.8. Q: Do you intend that the policy for managing events originates or resides in the MIH? Have you considered if it's better to pass these events raw to the upper layer or not? A: Ideally, the upper layers will specify to the MIH how they want the information (e.g. raw, always, etc.) or under different conditions and which certain filtering. We can define a standard (default) way to provide the information to the upper layer, plus a way for the upper layer to provide conditions during the "event subscription" phase. MIH is basically a helper/facilitator. The implementation depends on the technology.
3.2.9. Discussions on Figure 6, MIH Reference Model for 3GPP
3.2.9.1. Q: This figure is useful to elaborate the different SAPs to RRC, RLC, etc. Are you using existing SAPs in 3GPP? How does it work? How do you take the SAPs to 3GPP? A: In terms of the SAPs, we should be able to use the existing SAPs, e.g., RRC. We may have to modify some of them. 
3.2.9.2. Comment: We may enhance the GMM in 3GPP. In the future, there might be a window for them to use the information such as the triggers defined here. Comment: RRC in 3GPP terminates measurements. MIH_RRC SAP may have enormously changes to 3GPP. Comment: Modification to RRC is not trivial.
3.2.9.3. Comment: Where does MIH sit? If MIH sits above RRC, it implies that the same MIH are in the Base Stations because RRC may span across RNCs. Response: This figure is for Mobile Station only. Comment: If it is for MS only, that’s correct. The MIH location in the 3GPP network architecture is not clearly specified here. 

3.2.10. Q: Have you considered if specifying direct interfaces to upper-layers will cause confusion? Wouldn't it be better to delegate this upper-layer trigger function to L3? A: SAPs do not mean interfaces or APIs and do not specify any implementation.  802.21 shall not be defining ‘direct interfaces’ to any of the upper layers anyway. SAP does not equal to any implementation. It is just a representative of the functionality. 802.21 would define all triggers required by the various upper layers. Then, a specific upper-layer can decide to use all these triggers or only those relevant to such upper-layer.
3.2.11. Comment: MIH functionality should not provided only for Mobile IP. Response: Any information or link layer intelligence 802.21 provides may be used by any higher layer entities.  Different upper layers could hopefully use a common set of link layer indications or network information. Response: An example is GMM/SM+ which is a future mobility protocol. GMM can be a user of MIH. You can just use MIH to extend and enhance this mobility protocol.
3.2.12. Q: In Figure 1, there is no L3 MIH signaling entity at the network side. What is the L3 signaling entity in the network side? A: We have MIH entities talking with each other, but not necessarily using L3 signaling. Comment: L3 transport could be one of the mechanisms used for MIH signaling exchanges.
3.2.13. Figure 5 was shown. Comments and feedbacks by 802.16g participants:
3.2.13.1. Comment: This is actually an 802.16 model, and is not approved by 802.16g.  802.16g brings the network management into the scope and adds some elements in the stack which do not exist right now.

3.2.13.2. Comment: Not sure of the MIH SAP to CS that is a sublayer function of MAC. 802.16g has primitives and triggers that we are going to generate. Both 802.16g and 802.21 are talking about things of mapping. There is an opportunity for both groups to create a common mapping structure so that the basic information could be treated in the same way. Individual PHY/MACs could be specifically mapped to an abstract layer.
3.2.13.3. Comment: MIH is still part of the functions of Convergence Sublayer, a superset of CS and an enhancement. One of the motivations for 802.16 to use MIH is to extend 802.16 to service multiple types of interfaces and higher layer protocols. 802.21 solutions also need to map to these different links and upper layers.  

3.2.13.4. Q: If you want to send triggers or commands through the CS into the MAC, how does the MAC SAP receive the commands since the MIH MAC SAP is above the CS? Comment: It could be done through the CS. If it is control related, it could be done trough the control plane. If it is management related, it could be done trough the management plane.
3.2.13.5. Q: About the CS in the network side, it is clear because there is a backhaul. What exactly is the CS in a terminal? Comment: Basically its job is to process higher layer protocols to MAC. 
3.2.14. Q: About Information Services, what is the IS transport mechanism? How does a terminal get the IS? A: If the functions are made available to L2, we may define the transport over L2, depending on any specific technologies. We may define the L2 transport in 802.11, 802.16, etc. We may also have a common L2 protocol going over the data plane. At the same time, if the functions are made available to the L3, we do see a L3 protocol. Then we may actually work with IETF, defining a new protocol or enhancing existing protocols. Or it could be combination of different mechanisms. Comment: The information exchanged between MIH entities in the terminal somewhere in the network could also be over UDP/TCP. Response: Sure. Where the IS server or MIH entity resides in the network side is out of the scope of this standard.  
3.2.15. Q: How does the station know which transport mechanism is used, since it could be L2 or L3? A: Once you get connected, multiple options could be made available. We should provide clear guidelines of what transport mechanism is used. There are so many possibilities and different networks there, so it is hard to specify all the things exactly. 
3.2.16. Comment: What we tackle in the standard is from the terminal to the network attachment point at Layer 2. That would be clearly addressed by 802.21. We do not go beyond L3. From the network attachment point to somewhere in the network is out of the scope of 802.21 and implementation specific. Comment: We can not mandate L3 to change. We should make the design flexible. 

3.2.17. Comment: One example Command Service is that upper layers tell lower layers to switch from a particular link to another. There may be some remote commands going across the links.

3.2.18. Q: Command == Registration/Deregistration? A: No. 

4. Recess until tomorrow 8:00AM 

4.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM
4.2. Joint session with 802.16g at 8:00AM in second day meetings
5. Attendees

5.1. Attendees (1 or 2 credits towards voting rights today)
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IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards





	6. Patents





	IEEE standards may include the known use of essential patents and patent applications provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or applicant with respect to patents whose infringement is, or in the case of patent applications, potential future infringement the applicant asserts will be, unavoidable in a compliant implementation of either mandatory or optional portions of the standard [essential patents]. This assurance shall be provided without coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation when a patent or patent application becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assurance shall be a letter that is in the form of either: 





	a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not enforce any of its present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement either mandatory or optional portions of the proposed IEEE standard against any person or entity complying with the standard; or �


	b) A statement that a license for such implementation will be made available without compensation or under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. 





	This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that period.
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Don’t discuss licensing terms or conditions





Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions, or market share�


Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation�


Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed… do formally object.





   If you have questions, contact the IEEE-SA Standards Board Patent Committee Administrator at patcom@ieee.org or visit http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/index.html 





This slide set (last three slides) is available at 


http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
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