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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

September 20, 2005

Hyatt Regency Orange County, Garden Grove, CA, USA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Second Day Meetings: Harbor Room; Tuesday, September 20, 2005

1. Agenda Update

1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:10AM

1.2. Chair updated the agenda (21-05-0355-01-0000-session10_agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. Ulises: Following the presentation yesterday, the 802.21-3GPP package has been updated. The next step is Motion to approve it. Ajay: Take it in the afternoon.

2. Proposal Presentation

2.1. MIH Communication Model (21-05-0365-00-0000-communication_model_text.doc, presented by Qiaobing Xie, Motorola)

2.1.1. Comment: Need to understand the concept of MIH POA. There is no clear notion of POA now. Response: Not intend to define it here. POA here is a general concept, representing a node on the edge of the network. Comment: Unless we have a clear notion of POA, we can not address the differences between POA and NE.

2.1.2. Comment: R2 interface causes communication overhead. Not sure what we suppose to do in this interface. If it (R2 clause) is not well addressed by the draft, it should be deleted. 

2.1.3. Comment: We need to define POA here before we use this notion. Given that point, first sentence of R2 description should be changed to ‘between serving MIH and candidate MIH’. 

2.1.4. Q: Information over R1/ R4 can be the same? A: Yes.  

2.1.5. Comment: Two R1 and Two R3 should be marked differently given the security issues. An example, two different MIH instances may have completely different functions, one having security association, another not having security association. 

2.1.6. Comment: Discuss whether we really need to address the deployment in different security domains. Response: Agree. We may need to address those scenarios, but only one security domain is considered here. 

2.1.7. Q: Who is going to define these interfaces? A: Just give an overview right now and will define them later. Comment: Need to understand how to map the SAPs we already defined to these interfaces. 

2.1.8. Comment: The diagram is confusing. It has separate use cases for L2/L3, rather than just abstraction. 

2.1.9. Comment: Remove R2 since we do not even know what we will do in that interface and there are no clear use cases. Response: The model is a complete mesh in order to not rule out possible scenarios. This diagram is not to solve .21 issues, just for references to following up discussions. 

2.1.10. Comment: There are two entities on the network side: POA and NE. UE can talk to the network by R1 and R4. How does a UE solve the MIH reachability issue, i.e., how does a UE discover MIH capabilities in different entities on the network side? Response: It is a generic model. R1/R4 does not mean both have to happen. Comment: Same names imply similar things.

2.1.11. Comment: It is not appropriate to define NE just as ‘any thing not POA’. 

2.1.12. Comment: Not sure that the abstract level is high enough. We might need higher level of abstraction for this generic model. Then we need more use cases.

2.1.13. Q: Candidate and Serving POA play the role as proxies between UE and NE like the IS proposal discussed yesterday? A: Serving does not mean client and server. Comment: This is a generic model and not for specific services.  We should derive the IS model from this generic model. 

2.2. Comment #78 & #79 (D00-02_MasterFile.USR) and Higher Layer IS (21-05-0348-01-0000-Req_Higher_layer_IS.doc, presented by Subir Das, Telcordia)

2.2.1. Propose to insert the use cases of higher layer IS as the informative texts in Annex.

2.2.2. Suggested action item by Subir: Streamline the IS reference model and general reference model and go back to the reflector.

2.2.3. Subir suggested going on with this work in an Ad Hoc group to accomplish a consistent MIH communication model. 

2.2.4. The group discussed the schedule of an Ad Hoc for the reference model.

2.3. Chair announced the Communication Model Ad Hoc on Wednesday 7:00-8:00AM, Harbor Room.

2.4. Break from 10:20AM to 11:00AM

3. Comment Resolution (D00-02_MasterFile.USR)

3.1. Procedure to resolve the comments

3.1.1. Chair: Comment and discussions. If everyone agrees, the comment would be taken; if there are specific comments on a certain comment, that comment would be modified and discussed further. 

3.1.2. Q: Some comments are technical, some editorial. How to distinguish and resolve these comments? Chair: If there is no further comment on a certain comment, it means people unanimously agree on that particular comment, that comment would be accepted. 

3.2. Comment #1-#6 were discussed and the resolutions of the group were captured. Chairs updated the master commentary file (D00-02_MasterFileNew.USR).

3.3. Break for Lunch at 12:05PM

4. Proposal Presentation

4.1. Meeting called to order at 1:10PM

4.2. Effects of router configuration and link layer trigger parameters on handover performance (21-05-0358-00-0000-Parameter_Effects_on_Performance.doc, presented by Nada Golmie, NIST) 

4.2.1. Q: What would be the good criteria for the Link-Going-Down event? We should concentrate on a few factors in the criteria for Link-Going-Down. A: We only consider power level now. 

4.2.2. Q: About Link-Going-Down, any the threshold for it? A: Yes, two consecutive packets as the window. 

4.2.3. Comment: There are other scenarios where power lever threshold for WLAN to WLAN handover does not necessarily mean that it is the threshold to trigger handover from WLAN to UMTS. Some triggers we have are for heterogeneous handover. The threshold of power level for inter-subnet homogeneous handover may be different from that for heterogeneous handover. 

4.2.4. Q: What is the intention of this paper? It would specify a complete algorithm, or just a collection of information. Ajay: It is informational. 

4.2.5. Q: Any remote event/triggers in the simulation so far? A: Not yet.

4.3. Fixed-Mobile Convergence Alliance (FMCA) Handover Requirements (21-05-0354-00-0000-FMCA.pdf, presented by Rodrigo Donazzolo and Paul Fidler, BT)

4.3.1. The FMCA handover requirements were presented. Part of FMCA document was also presented. 

4.3.2. Q: FMCA is membership based? A: It is an operator only alliance. 

4.3.3. Q: It seems that FMCA is getting involved in Bluetooth/3GPP/Wi-Fi, etc, why not WiMax? A: There are several reasons. The initial focus is the key commercial requirements. Bluetooth is there because it is ready for deployment. WiMax and Wi-Fi convergence would be in scope in near future.

4.3.4. Comment: VCC is listed in the key issues, but currently .21 does not address the CS-PS handover. Will .21 consider this issue in the future? Chair: Under this PAR, we would not preclude anyone to use this standard, but we also do not directly support VCC or other protocols. We could come up with new work items. 

4.3.5. Comment: Some work on VCC has been done in 3GPP. 802.21 does not do that level of signaling. 802.21 can provide link layer intelligence or other information that would optimize the handover performance and also be valuable to FMCA. Response: We are trying to understand what’s in scope and out of scope in SDOs.

4.3.6. Sanjeev: Concerns of the ‘Disclaimer’ slide. The last bullet, the disclaimer is not acceptable by IEEE rules. Suggest that remove these bullets, or withdraw this contribution. Rodrigo: Will try to address this concern quickly. 

4.3.7. Chair: The information we got was that FMCA is a closed alliance. Because this is a .21 contribution, the 2nd page of .21 contribution template describes the patent and procedural policies. The disclaimer in this contribution is not acceptable. We should comply with IEEE policies. We can contact with IEEE legal and get the answer to this question. Rodrigo: Will address that issue offline and come back with comfortable revisions. Chair: Suggest that if there is any propriety information, you could withdraw it, or point out that this information would be available somewhere but not be presented in the contribution.  

4.3.8. Q: How the requirements developed by FMCA impact on .21 WG? A: Bring these requirements to 802.21 as individual contributions.

4.3.9. Q: UMA already have solutions for handover between 3GPP and Wi-Fi/Bluetooth. Will these FMCA requirements must be compatible with UMA technologies? A: Not necessarily. Comment: We need to protect legacy products. We need to understand whether MIH AP would with deployed Wi-Fi APs.

4.3.10. Subir: What is the right path we can take for the relationship between 3GPP-VCC, FMCA and .21? Chair: We need to understand this offline. 

4.4. Break from 3:00PM to 3:20PM

4.5. Comments on IS Sections and Proposal (21-05-0346-00-0000-D00-02_Ohba_Yoshihiro.ppt, 21-05-0346-00-0000_Supplement_D00-02_Ohba_Yoshihiro.doc, presented by Yoshiro Ohba, Toshiba)

4.5.1. Comment: Need to understand the value of the ‘neighboring networks’ IE. Just network type does not help. 

4.5.2. Comment: Should clarify L2 or L3 POA. L2/L3 could also be collocated. 

4.5.3. Comment: Network Operator IE, which operator it refers, Wi-Fi operator, UMTS operator, or some others?  .21 cannot enforce the operators to use some identifiers such as IANA. That is a too strong assumption. If our table is based on that assumption, it may not work. 

4.5.4. The group discussed the usefulness of the IE proposed, e.g., even the name of operator is useless in some scenarios where there might be a long list of operators. 

4.5.5. The participants have different views on the usefulness of the proposed IE, e.g., network operator.

4.5.6. Comment: Concerns of the extensibility of the IS sets. Mobility might want to manage each layer in the stack. Keep these points in mind when we define the IE. 

4.5.7. Q: What are the criteria to determine a schema is basic or extended? 

4.5.8. Comment: Have problems of the usefulness of Higher Layer Security Support IE and Higher Layer QoS Support IE. For media independent things, UE does not care whether the backbone supports Diffserv or not. PANA/UAM may be restricted for some applications. Response: Take them out of the basic set. 

4.5.9. Q: Do we agree this basic set? Ajay: No. We need to modify the proposal and come back again.

4.6. MIH Capability Discovery (21-05-0373-01-0000-MIH_Capability_Discovery.doc/ppt, presented by Eunah Kim, ETRI)

4.6.1. Comment: The capability discovery has been covered by MIH IS query/response.

4.6.2. Comment: IETF could provide some ways to negotiate the transport. Do not need to specify it here. 

4.6.3. Comment: Do not need to specify UDP/TCP protocols.

4.6.4. Comment: IP/TCP/UDP transport is too generic. For IS, transport may be defined by IETF. We may choose one transport protocol for each service and may not need so many protocols. 

4.6.5. Comment: Use the commentary tool and track this contribution. 

4.7. MOTION: Confirm that the presentation package for 3GPP as presented in DCN# 21-05-0300-12-0000 can be sent and presented to 3GPP SA group on the coming September 2005 meeting in Tallinn, Estonia

4.7.1. Mover: Ulises Olvera

4.7.2. Second: Yuri Goldstein

4.7.3. Yes: 18

4.7.4. No: 1

4.7.5. Abstain: 1

4.7.6. Chair: Motion passed.

5. Recess at 6:05PM 

5.1. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:00PM

5.2. Ad Hoc from 7:00AM to 8:00AM; Topic: MIH Reference Model; Harbor Room.

6. Attendees

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