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IEEE P802 

Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

L2 requirements for .3/.16 Ad Hoc
Ad Hoc Leader: Vivek Gupta

Minutes taken by Xiaoyu Liu

Date: Tuesday, August 30th, 2005, 7:00PM-9:00PM EDT
1. Opening Remarks by Vivek Gupta
1.1. Roll Call and agenda bashing

1.2. Intend to go through the updated requirements and suggested amendments for IEEE 802.16 and discuss the progress for the documents to go to 802.16WG. 

2. MIH Requirements and Amendments for IEEE 802.16
2.1. Refer to the reflector for the document sent by Vivek: 21-05-0335-01-0000-Req_Amendments_802_16.doc.
2.2. General discussions on the document
2.2.1. Ronny: Include 802.16g amendments into this document, not just neighbor extension and those kinds of things. Vivek: This document is still not complete and will address the identified requirements. We are thinking of the way to make progress.
2.2.2. Ajay: We would recommend every requirement corresponding to each amendment to .16? Vivek: If there are some .21 related requirements we will not have, it does not mean .16 can ignore them. .16 can discuss in their group and have resolutions. We should come up with the requirements as much as possible and as least give the perspective of .21 WG.

2.2.3. Ajay: The purpose of ‘Scope of IEEE 802.16g Specification’ in Section 1? Vivek: Intend to give .21 people some background information on 802.16g. This section is informative.  
2.3. Vivek went through the Section 2 Requirements of the document. 

2.4. Comments on Section 2
2.4.1. Srini: Section 2.3/2.4 are about link layer events/commands. What about MIH events/commands? Vivek: From the perspective of the definitions of MIH commands/events, they are not directly related to specific link layer technologies. 
2.4.2. Srini: How about the remote MIH commands/events from the perspective of L2/L3? Vivek: 2.3 and 2.4 include both remote and local events/ commands. Section 2.7 is more general and may be beyond that.

2.4.3. Ajay: 2.7, what .21 wants is the interaction between BS and other AP/PoAs, not between BS and NCMS. Vivek: Make an implicit assumption that BS talks to NCMS and NCMS to other BS/AP. Ajay: It implies that NCMS is the one that takes control, but not BS itself talking to other POAs. There might be some restrictions because there is not clear notion in NCMS regarding heterogeneous networks. Moreover, some NCMS services are optional, not mandatory. We expect mandatory services because we say ‘shall’. Vivek: The second sentence has some uncertainties. We should capture it in a more accurate way.
2.4.4. Srini: 2.7, the first sentence implies two MIHs communicate by L2 transport? Vivek: No, not necessarily L2 transport and not excluding L2 transport.
2.4.5. Ronny: 2.7, how about saying support ‘primitives’, rather than ‘interactions’ to make it more generic? Ajay: We expect two POAs in heterogeneous networks talk to each other. Do not see what these ‘primitives’ communicate.
2.4.6. The participants discussed various handover scenarios for the interactions between MIHs in heterogeneous networks. 802.16 BS may have a control entity to initiate heterogeneous handover; the communication may happen in L2/L3; there might be other intermediate entities between two MIHs in two POAs, etc.
2.4.7. Ajay: The first sentence in 2.7 raises questions. We might need to elaborate the ‘interactions’. Vivek: Reword the first sentence to make it more accurate. 
2.4.8. Xiaoyu: Section 2.6, not clear what is the ‘new ethertype’ defined in the current draft. Vivek: It refers to the section 8 in the current draft. Add sentences to point to section 8 and elaborate the ‘new ethertype’.
2.4.9. Srini: Say something more to make it easier to understand the procedure of IE and capability broadcasting. Ajay: What can be put in the broadcasted capability info depends on the solutions. It might be expensive to put much info in the broadcasted MIH capabilities. Vivek: Identify specific IE or capability information that you want to include in the broadcast info. 
2.4.10. Ajay: Section 2.8, they basically do not ‘support’ the IE, they ‘transport’ it. What are the ‘IEs identified by .21 spec.’? Vivek: An example, .21 has a new way to identify the neighbors that carry more information than .16 currently has. Once a query for neighbor reports comes, any elements in that report need to be made available. That’s the purpose of this item. If you query a BS, the IE should be available, not just transport. 
2.4.11. Junghoon: The second sentence in 2.7 is confusing. BS and NCMS might be collocated or be in separate entities. Vivek: Not sure to understand the question. That’s the .16 architecture discussion.
2.5. Vivek briefly went through the Section 3 Requirements of the document.
2.6. Wrap-up discussions
2.6.1. Vivek: No time to discuss the Section 3 in detail. Encourage the participants to go through the document and cover those aspects over the reflector or in September meetings. 

2.6.2. Vivek: Will take the comments and update the document to version 2.
2.6.3. James: We repeated a lot of things, e.g. the discussions on section 2 in this teleconference. We should use the teleconference time more efficiently. Next time start with section 3, and then go back to section 2. 
3. Action Items

3.1. Vivek to take the comments and update the requirement document
3.2. Teleconference Adjourned
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