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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

July 21, 2005

Hyatt Regency, San Francisco, CA, USA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Fourth Day Meetings: Garden Room; Thursday, July 21, 2005

1. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:12AM

1.1. Overview of the changed meeting agenda (21-05-0282-04-0000-session9_agenda.doc)

1.1.1. Wireless Architecture Ad Hoc presentation

1.1.2. Following up discussions on Qiaobing and Ulises’s proposals

1.1.3. Chair: Any discussions? Floor: none

1.1.4. Chair: Any objections to the changed agenda? Floor: none

1.1.4.1. Approved with unanimous consent

2. Wireless Architecture Ad Hoc Update

2.1. Wireless Architecture Ad Hoc Results (21-05-0319-00-0000_Wireless_Arch_Adhoc_Results.ppt/11-05-0755-00-0000-wireless-arch-adhoc-results-ppt.ppt, presented by Tom Siep)

2.1.1. Tom Siep presented the results of Wireless Architecture Ad Hoc on Monday.

2.1.2. The group discussed the procedures and scope of the future SG. 

2.2. MOTION: 802.21 recommends the formation of a Study Group on IEEE 802 Architecture issues that addresses wireless issues

2.2.1. Mover: Reijo Salminen

2.2.2. Second: Vivek Gupta

2.2.3. For: 22

2.2.4. Against: 0

2.2.5. Abstain: 5

3. WG Presentations

3.1. Report on 802.21 Communications Model Ad Hoc (21-05-0316-00-0000-communication_model_text, presented by Qiaobing Xie, Motorola)

3.1.1. Qiaobing presented the results of the Reference Model Ad Hoc.

3.1.2. Chair: We will keep this document with a different DCN. This is the result of the WG Ad Hoc. 

3.1.3. Chair: Work on this document offline and add more texts. If we feel we need to add specifications, we can come back In September. 

3.2. Break from 9:50AM to 10:05AM

3.3. Chair reported the status of the IEEE network services.

3.4. Proposed 802.21 Presentation for 3GPP (21-05-0300-03-0000-InterDigital802_21Presentation.ppt, presented by Ulises Olvera, Interdigital).

3.4.1. Ulises presented the updated proposal following up the discussions on Wednesday.

3.4.2. Comment: Slide 6, 3rd bullet, ‘provisioning’ is a strong word here. Not sure we’ll do that. We do not define how to ‘provision’ the network information yet. Response: Agree. Comment: 1st bullet is clearer than the 2nd bullet. Response: Need to polish that bullet.

3.4.3. Comment: Slide 9, the bullets should be made more consistent.

3.4.4. Ajay: A teleconference would be announced to discuss this material further. Other teleconferences would also be set up for the actions and requirements to .11/.16 etc.

3.4.5. Comment: Feel uncomfortable to send the current status of .21 to 3GPP. Have concerns that we are not ready to send current draft to them. We might need to refine our document first. 

3.4.6. Comment: It is important that we start the liaison as early as possible. We need to balance how fast we talk to other SDOs and how good the document is. 

3.4.7. Ajay: There would be an Ad Hoc teleconference, two work items: 1) the document sent to 3GPP; 2) the action items. We may make decision then. 

3.5. MOTION: An 802.21 ad hoc group meeting via teleconference shall be empowered to draft and recommend to the chair that a liaison letter and a supporting slide package (to be created) shall be sent to the 3GPP Standards Community (sub groups to be identified as part of activity)

3.5.1. Mover: Alan Carlton

3.5.2. 2nd: Ulises Olvera Hernandez

3.5.3. For: 14

3.5.4. Against: 8

3.5.5. Abstain: 7

3.5.6. Chair: The motion is passed.

3.6. Update on SEC by Michael G. Williams, vice chair of IEEE 802.21 WG

3.6.1. Michael presented the discussion in SEC meeting.

3.6.2. Michael presented the 802.11 response to SEC: doc.IEEE802.11-05/0674r1.

3.6.3. 802.21 issues in priority

3.6.3.1. QoS mapping across heterogeneous interface

3.6.3.2. Authentication mechanisms

3.6.3.3. Security

3.6.3.4. Service discovery

3.6.3.5. Neighborhood service differs per technology

3.6.3.6. Power/channel management

3.6.4. Michael: Should we send the same issues in the next meeting? Floor: no objection.

3.7. Recess for lunch at 11:40AM

3.8. Meeting called to order at 1:15PM

3.9. Xiaoyu Liu left for another meeting from 1:30PM to 3:30PM; Steven J. Crowley took the meeting minutes.

3.10. Group Discussions on L2/L3 Transport (Led by Michael Williams, vice Chair of IEEE 802.21)

3.10.1. Michael presented the document: 21-05-0312-01-0000-IETF update.ppt
3.10.2. MIHSHOP  Chair: MIPSHOP is re-chartering and one item has to do with fast mobility and, in particular 1) information elements, 2) transport (internet), and 3) FMIP core. Items 1 and 2 thought relevant to 802.21. Next meeting of MIPSHOP has 30-minute slot for 802.21 matters. GIMPS allows more sophisticated signaling along the path of your data. 

3.10.3. Comment: GIMPS is in last call and is on-path signaling. 

3.10.4. Comment: 802.21 and IETF use the term “transport” in different ways. 

3.10.5. Comment: GIMPS is in NSIS which is also looking at off-path signaling that might be considered for 802.21.   

3.10.6. Comment: Monami issues may be applicable to 802.21. 

3.10.7. Comment: GIMPS is coupled to the data path by default but they have specifically put in mechanisms to control the routing.  

3.10.8. MIPSHOP Chair: Try to get requirements ready for MIPSHOP meeting if possible. Once something is submitted and becomes an official draft it becomes owned by IETF and will not be tied to 802.21. It will be changed. 

3.10.9. Ajay: 802.21 should explore working with IETF. We do not want inconsistencies between the two groups. 

3.10.10. Comment: 802.21 expects to change the delivery mechanism for the service but not redefine the payload. 

3.10.11. MIPSHOP Chair: If that is a primary interest then do not take your information services to IETF because it would change. Instead, set requirements to send, but not describe, information. Note that MIPSHOP will describe information elements that have overlap with 802.21 information elements; that is another possible area of collaboration.

3.10.12. Comment: If we are very clear about the payload detail, we need to keep that in 802.21. IETF is concerned about the general internet and 802.21 is not. Only go to IETF for IP Layer transportation. 

3.10.13. Comment: 802.21 has already called out at least two RFCs in the development of the information elements within the information service already, so we are already borrowing from the IETF technologies. That is collaboration, in a sense.

3.10.14. Comment: The new network reference model might be a starting point for transport requirements. 

3.10.15. Comment: There are two aspects to working with IETF. 1) higher layer transport, and 2) mobility management. Determine if what IETF has is sufficient, or if 802.21 needs to work with IETF to produce new capabilities. It is critical to understand if there are any IETF information elements that 802.21 can use. 

3.10.16. Comment: Two points seen from MIPSHOP Chair: 1) We define payload and go to IETF for transport help, and 2) do not take information service elements to IETF due to risk of change. 

3.10.17. Ajay: Understands there are three parts. 1) Information services as defined by 802.21 and its transport. Ask for help from IETF. If we ask for help on information elements, they would be changed. 2) Separate information elements and transport. Get help from IETF on transport. 3) Take those two as separate items. Because MIPSHOP is interested in defining information elements, there would be collaboration.

3.10.18. MIPSHOP Chair: Once it gets adopted then it is no longer your ownership. If you are there, however, the outcome will probably be controlled by you anyway, and close to what you want.

3.10.19. Comment: 802.21 needs to decide what it wants to do and the areas in which we want to collaborate. Look at the EAP example -- enhancements were asked for by IEEE, and the [IETF] Working Group developed them. That is another model. Decide enhancements needed for a specific transport or protocol and then go to the IETF Working Group (perhaps newly created) and say these are the things that are needed.  

3.10.20. Comment: There are different proposals on different protocols that would involve exchanging information. It is not clear if they would be called transport or not. An information service might be embedded in a protocol. If that is the case, the information exchange becomes part of the protocol itself. 

3.10.21. Comment: 3GPP and IETF is an example of a collaboration that works well.

3.10.22. Gabriel: There are so many wireless groups in IETF that a special mobility directorate is in the process of being formed now. It may be good for 802.21 because it may span several Working Groups.  

3.10.23. Michael: Consider the possibility of having requirements for next MIPSHOP meeting.

3.10.24. Comment: If we do requirements now, we will have to revisit them and there will not be consistency. 

3.10.25. Comment: We have an open action item for Section 5.5, reference architecture, which is important to do for consistency.

3.10.26. Comment: Should fix the reference architecture. Scenarios and flows will help. 

3.10.27. Michael: We have consensus on communications model drawing, and we had consensus on some use cases and drawings. They have been completed but were not put into document due to lack of time. Vivek has list of this material. 

3.10.28. Comment: Those use cases are not sufficient to do analysis. 

3.10.29. Michael: There were a couple of submissions this week we had consensus on and that were in a format we could accept. We should leave time to make sure they get the group’s official approval. 

3.10.30. Ajay: What kind of requirements would help MIPSHOP?

3.10.31. MIPSHOP Chair: What do you want over transport? Timing constraints? Do you have to set state along the path? Do you want datagram service only or datagram and connection service? Basic scenarios? MIPSHOP will work on transfer of information elements.  

3.10.32. Ajay: How hard is August 1 deadline?

3.10.33. MIPSHOP Chair: There is no hard deadline. The deadline was set to get input to promote discussion.

3.10.34. Q: What is the deadline for MIPSHOP deciding on its charter?  

3.10.35. MIPSHOP Chair: It is not a fixed deadline. If there are no specific requirements, there can be some haziness in the charter. 

3.10.36. MIPSHOP Chair: The point of departure for 802.21 is the point of arrival for MIPSHOP.  We would now like to look at FMIP again and separate it into parts that are more independent of each other. Think we have similar architectural considerations. That is why we are looking at information elements that are not tied to FMIP because that is what was done the first time. 

3.10.37. Q: Consensus on communication model could be used as starting point for requirement discussion phase. How could this happen?

3.10.38. Ajay: Suggest writing a motion and bringing it to the floor, referencing the figure and providing associated text. This would be the final version of the ad hoc output presented this morning. 

3.11. Recess at 2:49PM 

3.12. Meeting called to order at 3:07PM

3.13. Presentation of 21-05-0316-00 by Qiaobing Xie. Draft text for media independent handover specification. 

3.14. MOTION: Move to include the Communications Model and supporting text as defined in document ‘21-05-0316-00-0000-communication_model_text’ in the draft standard specification. 

3.14.1. Moved: Qiaobing Xie

3.14.2. Seconded: Yogesh Bhatt

3.15. The group discussed the motion on the floor. Not all, but some representative points are:
3.15.1. Comment: Speaking strongly against the motion and against such practices in general. Believe current output is incomplete and inconsistent. Unresolved issues should be addressed in a proper contribution. We should not start practice of adding incomplete things to the draft document. We should reach consensus on definitive text that makes sense. Question logic of only this contribution being allowed a motion at this meeting. Other technical contributions have been made without motions.

3.15.2. Comment: Would like this motion at the September meeting for more complete discussion. 

3.15.3. Comment: Other contributions were not all submitted in a way that we can act on them. Thought that as Chairs had made that clear; that is what we wanted as a process. Apologize for the Chairs if it was not made clear that this was the process. We need a clear process. Think drawing is useful. No technical reason not to put in.

3.15.4. Comment: When the ad hoc results were presented to 802.21, no dissent was seen. It was not accepted earlier because it was not in right format. Section numbers have to be provided. We need something for work with the IETF.

3.15.5. Comment: Everyone was invited to the ad hoc group. Seemed to be consensus. The model is open for further changes in September. Speak in favor of motion. 

3.15.6. Comment: Ad hoc agreed this needed further work. Agreed to work on and bring in as contribution. Several items in diagram not resolved. Was not considered complete to a satisfactory level. Having such incomplete things included in the draft make the draft more incomplete and do not allow for reaching letter ballot in an appropriate manner. Nothing against this contribution, but object to putting incomplete things into the draft.  

3.15.7. Comment: Speaking in support of motion. Diagram resulted from ad hoc launched by the Chair. Ad Hocs are open for inputs from all group members and, when general consensus is developed, that consensus needs to be captured.
3.15.8. Chair: This is a technical contribution. A motion to approve this contribution must be passed by 75% of the voting members of the Working Group.
3.16. Straw Poll: How many would vote for the motion on the floor?

3.16.1. Yes: 6

3.16.2. No: 17

3.17. Mover withdrew the motion on the floor.

3.18. Xiaoyu Liu resumed the Secretary.
3.19. Discussions on the WG in IETF

3.20. Process for Contributions (21-05-0313-02-0000-process_for_contributions.ppt, Chair of IEEE 802.21)

3.20.1. Q: Should the WG draft be protected by a password? Ajay: will address that later

4. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

4.1. Ad Hoc Schedule

4.1.1. Media specific Ad Hoc Groups established by Chair.

4.1.1.1. L2 requirements for .11

4.1.1.2. L2 requirements for .3/.16

4.1.1.3. Higher layer requirements for IETF

4.1.1.4. Liaison package development for 3GPP; Liaison package development for 3GPP2

4.1.2. Q: Are these some parallel activities? Ajay: These are the different groups.

4.1.3. Q: What does the Ad Hoc mean? Ajay: These are teleconferences.

4.1.4. Q: How to archive the Ad Hoc? Ajay: This is WG Ad Hoc. Formal meeting minutes would be captured. 

4.1.5. Chair called for volunteers to lead the Ad Hoc meetings.

4.1.6. Vivek Gupta volunteered to lead the L2 requirements for .11, .3/ & .16 Ad Hoc. 

4.1.7. Ulises Olvera volunteered to lead the liaison package development for 3GPP/PP2 Ad Hoc.

4.1.8. Subir Das and Stefano Faccin volunteered to lead higher layer requirements for IETF Ad Hoc.

4.1.9. Chair: The time schedule for the teleconference would be announced over the reflector in advance. 

4.1.10. Chair announced the Media Specific Ad Hoc Groups. 

4.1.10.1. L2 requirements for .11, led by Vivek Gupta

4.1.10.1.1. August 16 & Sept. 6

4.1.10.2. L2 requirements for .3/.16, led by Vivek Gupta

4.1.10.2.1. August 9, & 30

4.1.10.3. Higher layer requirements for IETF, led by Subir Das and Stefano Faccin

4.1.10.3.1. July 26 & 28

4.1.10.3.2. August 16, Sept. 8;

4.1.10.4. Liaison package development for 3GPP; Liaison package development for 3GPP2, led by Ulises Olvera
4.1.10.4.1. August 11, 25, 2005;

4.1.10.4.2. August 18, Sept. 1, 2005;

4.1.11. Chair: any objection to the above teleconference schedule? Floor: none. Chair: ok. These are the WG teleconferences.

4.2. Liaison Report from 802.16 (21-05-0324-00-0000-802_16_Liaison_July05.pdf, presented by Ronny Kim, LGE)

4.2.1. Ronny reported the status of 802.16 WG.

4.2.2. Technical discussions would be deferred. 

4.3. Liaison Report from 802.11 (21-05-0323-00-0000-802-11-liaison-July05.ppt, presented by David Hunter)

4.3.1. David reported the status of related WGs in IEEE802.11: TGr, TGu, TGv, TGw, particularly the status of TGr. 

4.3.2. Michael: Suggestion that we approve a presentation early next session and give it to .11r.  Ajay: We would figure out a formal process to deal with that. 

4.4. Future Sessions  

4.4.1. Interim: September 18th – 23rd, Hyatt Regency

4.4.1.1. Orange County, CA, USA. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

4.4.2. Plenary: November 13th – 18th, Hyatt Regency

4.4.2.1. Vancouver, BC, Canada. Co-located with all 802 groups

4.4.3. Interim: January 15th – 20th, Hilton Waikoloa Village  

4.4.3.1. Big island, HI USA. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

4.4.4. Plenary: March 12th – 17th, Hilton Waikoloa Village

4.4.4.1. New Orleans, USA. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

4.5. Future Locations being Considered
4.5.1. May 14-19, 2006

4.5.1.1. Jacksonville, FL; Room Rate: $149/night

4.5.2. Candidate locations for Sept 2006

4.5.2.1. Sept 2006 15-20th, 2006, Hilton Prague

4.5.2.1.1. Prague, Czech Republic; Room rate: Euro210/night

4.5.2.2. Sept 2006 17-22nd, 2006, Swissotol Hotel

4.5.2.2.1. Istanbul, Turkey; Euro 180/night.

4.5.3. Straw Poll: How many prefer the location Prague? Floor: 18.

4.5.4. Straw Poll: How many prefer the location Istanbul? Floor: 5.

4.6. New or Unfinished Business 

4.6.1. Discussions on the pros and cons to secure the WG draft.

4.6.2. Straw Poll: How many in favor of to protect the WG draft by a password? For: 25; Against: 0
4.6.3. Ajay: Any objection to approve the meeting to finish?  Floor: None.  

4.7. Chair adjourned the meetings at 6:35PM

5. Adjourn until September 2005 Interim in Orange County, CA, USA

6. Attendees

6.1. Attendees (1 - 4 credits towards voting rights today)
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