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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

November 15, 2005

Hyatt Regency Vancouver, Vancouver, B.C., CANADA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Second Day Meetings: Regency F; Tuesday, November 15, 2005

1. Agenda Update

1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:15AM

1.2. Chair updated the agenda (21-05-0420-01-0000-session11_agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. Presentation of the results of the teleconference for 802.11/16 requirements
1.2.2. Joint session with 802.16g NetMan
1.2.3. No objection to the changed agenda.

2. Requirements Presentation

2.1. Requirements and Suggested Amendments for IEEE 802.11 (21-05-0350-06-0000-Req_Amendments_802_11.doc, presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel)

2.1.1. Q: Most of the IEs are provided at post-authentication stage except 3.0 (POA ID Name – SSID). Is this for each neighboring POA? A: Yes. We could get this info from each of the different access network. Comment: Need to understand all the IE available.
2.1.2. Comment: In the Ad Hoc we agreed to take the IEs out of this document.  Comment: We give this IE list to .11? It seems that we assume these IEs are media specific. A: These IEs would not be part of the .11u requirement document.
2.1.3. Comment: If we go to other groups, they do not have the context to understand the IEs. No need to have such details in the requirement document. 
2.1.4. Q: Are we requesting .11 to provide the info through broadcast? A: Through IS query/response or broadcasting. We have a requirement that .11 shall support MIH capability 
2.1.5. Q:  What is the way to support MIH capability in .11? A: One possible way to do so is to add another IE similar to the approach in .11r where new IEs for capability were proposed. About the solution level things, we may need to go to .11 once we enter the proposal phase. Comment: We can add additional information bit in the beacon. Comment: We can extend the capability IE for this purpose.
2.1.6. Vivek: The requirements are only section 1&2. This is a working document.
2.1.7. Chair: In the joint session, we would decide which part of the document should be passed to .11. 
2.1.8. Comment: Suggest changing the term ‘pre-authentication’. .11i uses the pre-authentication in a different way. Comment: It looks more like ‘State 1’ in .11.
2.1.9. Comment: Can we require that authentication would be done in a rapid fashion? Response: Until we have more ideas, it is ambiguous to push them to do something. We may need to talk to .11 and see. 
2.1.10. Vivek: We will create a slide just having the requirements. Chair: This document is for internal discussion. A PPT would be shown during the joint session and IEs would not be there. Once we present the requirements in the PPT form, we do not even need to submit another requirement document.
2.1.11. Q: Before a network is talking to a new network, it may need the information on the available resources. Do we expect .11 to go to PP and ask for such info? A: Some commands could be considered. Command may go over L3, not only L2. .11 just provides a container for the transport. 
2.1.12. Comment: About the last column in the IE list, suggest not using ‘post-auth/pre-auth’ because it assumes that all the users are authenticated. However, many network do not even use any authentication. Response: It does not applied to general Access Network. 
2.1.13. More discussions on the IEs followed.
2.2. Requirements and Suggested Amendments for IEEE 802.16 (21-05-0335-04-0000-Req_Amendments_802_16.doc, Vivek Gupta, Intel)

2.2.1. Vivek quickly went through the requirements for IEEE 802.16
2.2.2. Ronny Kim presented the contribution to 802.16g for the amendments (21-05-0440-00-0000-Contribution_to_16g.doc). 
2.2.3. Discussions on the amendments to 802.16g followed. 
2.2.4. Break from 10:20AM to 10:55AM
2.2.5. Discussions on the amendments to 802.16g continued.
2.2.6. Q: 3.10.1 is for ES/CS only or for IS as well? A: ES/CS only. Comment: Should clarify this point. 
2.2.7. Q: IS transport at higher layers? A: Transport of IS is agnostic to .16g. No need to change .16g spec. Comment: IS transport is still not clear. Response: 3.10 should mention the transport for ES/CS or IS specifically.
2.2.8. Comment: This WG is not good place to give technical views on .16g. We should just send the requirements to .16 and should not submit the solution from here. 2nd part of the document is the solution, and this solution should be in a separate document. The decision should be made in .16.
2.2.9. More discussions on this document followed.
3. Straw Poll (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)   

3.1. Straw Poll: ‘Membership is lost if a person fails to meet the participation requirements of the Working Group at two out of the last THREE Plenary sessions” (For: 13; Against: 20)
3.2. Straw Poll: ‘Membership is lost if a person fails to meet the participation requirements of the Working Group at two out of the last FOUR Plenary sessions” (For: 10; Against: 7)
3.3. Chair: Any objection to having additional hours at night for the comment & resolution? Floor: none.  Chair: Extend the meeting to 6:00PM-7:30PM for Comment Resolution.
3.4. Recess at 12:05AM
4. Joint session between 802.21 WG and 802.16g 

4.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG) and Phillip Barber (Chair of IEEE 802.16g NetMan) at 1:10PM in British Room, Fairmont Hotel Vancouver.
4.2. Ajay briefly introduced the background of the 802.21 requirements for 802.16
4.3. Requirements and amendments for 802.21 Media Independent Handover Function (21-05-0440-00-0000-Contribution_to_16g.doc, presented by Ronny Kim, LGE)
4.3.1. Comment: “FS” should be changed to “SS” in this contribution.
4.3.2. Comment: SS would do all the network entry and no context transfer is done. So SS may let the interface completely die. Comment: For seamless handover, you would be able to make connection proactively. There might be no context transfer in layer 2. .16 contexts could be transferred to .11 by L3 or higher transport. 
4.3.3. Comment: .21 would not necessarily preclude context transfer. Ajay: context transfer is not in scope of .21. Comment: If we do not have context transfer, we must reinitiate handover. 
4.3.4. Q: How can you make decision without knowing the target network capabilities? And how does .21 know target network info that is part of a handover. A: .21 has the notion of Information Service, but does not define mobility management. .21 defines handover messages by query/response to cooperate between networks. .21 also specifies the communications between MIH in different access networks. Those messages could be packed in the container of other layers. 
4.3.5. Ajay: Question is that ‘is there any context transfer in .21?’ Context could be explained in many ways.
4.3.6. Phillip: For .16, we have primitives to make available info on context transfer for use. Regarding such information, we try to define the boundary what is related to inter-technology handover and what not. Comment: Tell .21 what you want, and what not. 
4.3.7. Michael: We want to allow mobility management entity to consider security. .16 should provide a way for MIH to access the security. For example, leaving .16 networks, the terminal should have comparable security in the target network, rather than go to an extremely open network. That is the kind of info we want MIH IS to get for making decisions. 
4.3.8. Q: What is the correlation between MIH and .16 primitives? Phillip: .16g have a good model for that. Q: Link event primitives in .16g document? Phillip: .16 does not necessarily understand what .11/3GPP means. .21 has the commonality. All we need to do is to interact with other access technologies through .21. 
4.3.9. Michael: .21 only lists the services. Ajay: One possibility is that if .16 generates specific amendment, .21 can add that in appendix. Phillip: .16 can provide the way to map between .21 and .16. .21 can input intelligence to .16, but the work is done in .16. We can add the mapping in Annex, and .21 can reference to it.
4.3.10. Q: The context such as security would be exposed to higher layers? Phillip: In .21, if we cannot find a place for the context such as security, we cannot map. But we do have our context for security and service flows.  In .16, we do not have the concept of roaming between operators. .16 can support context transfer between BSes of the same operator, but cannot do so between different operators.
4.3.11. Comment on the process: Two groups refer to each other in their documents. Concerns about the document releases because of such cross references. Phillip: .16 create the map and expose primitives to .21. Both WGs have the same requirements, e.g., QoS and security. .16 needs .21 models to be firm in the next few months considering the timeline of .16.
4.3.12. Q: The contribution referenced to .21, is it appropriate? Phillip: We can reference to other standards. 
4.3.13. Comment: The suggested changes are to .16g, but the texts used for the requirements are not appropriate. Phillip: .16 has a section of ‘requirements’. That is not specification. We can put MIH requirements to that section. 
4.3.14. Phillip: 14.2.10.4 a), we do not actually do that.
4.3.15. Phillip: Do not think we need remedy 4 at all. Do not think figure 5 is necessary.  Just refer to .21 reference model. 
4.3.16. Comment: BS and NCMS. There are some amendments to the air interface. The contribution is about the interfaces covered, air interfaces, or M/C-SAP, or MIHF communications? Phillip: In .16g, all the primitives go through M/C-SAP, and no management messages go over CS-SAP. 
4.3.17. Break from 2:50PM to 3:00PM

4.3.18. Phillip: Remedy 4 & Figure 5, we do not want to take these changes.

4.3.19. Phillip: Remedy 5, it is different to extend the C-SAP or M-SAP. C-SAP is time-sensitive. 14.4.1.1.2.1, we do not have this term definition. We need to incorporate it by reference. 

4.3.20. Phillip made notes on the changes to this document. 

4.3.21. Phillip: Remedy 6, changes to CS specification are not right since it goes into the data plane. 

4.3.22. Discussions on the MIH transport over data plane (new ethertype) and changes to CS spec were followed.
4.3.23. Phillip: Need to know how to handle ethertype. Do not think we need the changes of remedy 5 and 6 now.

4.3.24. Phillip: Remedy 7 & 8, why both? Just DL-MAP. Just explain by some texts in the MIH_Capability IE. No need to give these fields in the NBR-ADV. 802.16 only consider one operator network. The NBR-ADV is only for the same operator. Ronny: Remedy 8 would be changed. 

4.3.25. Phillip: Remedy 9, back after take look at TLVs. Ajay: We need to know what exactly TLVs are. Phillip: Need to define TLVs. 

4.3.26. Phillip: Regarding the primitives, we are going back to .16g and decide the primitives inside .16g.

4.3.27. Ajay: These are requirements and open to .16 members for possible solutions. Phillip: Once we have the requirements, it is up to our members to provide materials and contributions. 

4.3.28. Ajay: Joint teleconference may be some ways for working together because face-to-face meeting is only in plenary sessions.
4.3.29. Comment: Regarding the process, we have the requirements, but it is up to .16g to decide the solutions in detail. 

4.3.30. Phillip: .16g will give responses back to .21. We need time to digest this material. 

4.4. Joint Session was adjourned at 4:00PM

5. 802.21 WG Reconvened at 4:30PM

5.1. Chair briefly summarized the joint session with .16 NetMan. Chair noted that on Thursday they would consider the contribution in .16 again. 
5.2. Chair announced the extension of the session to 7:30PM.
6. Comment & Resolution (D00-02_MasterFileNew.USR)

6.1. Unsolved comments in September continued:  D00-02_MasterFileNew.USR
6.2. Yoshi’s comments #135 - #151 were resolved.
6.3. Qiaobing’s comments #152 - #153 were resolved.

6.4. Srinivas’ resubmitted the comments #154 - #166 on Draft D00-02 in D00-0_MasterFileNew.USR. The comments were superseded by those on draft D00-03.
6.5. Peretz’s resubmitted the comments #78 - #90. 
6.6. Chair updated the commentary file taking the resolutions of these comments.  (21-05-0386-01-0000-D00-02_MasterFileNew_withResolutionLast.USR)
6.7. Chair closed all the comments on D00-02.

7. Comment & Resolution (21-05-0428-00-0000-D00-03_Master_File.USR)
7.1. Srinivas’ comments #80

7.1.1. The related submission ‘21-05-0439-00-0000-Events-Commands-Updates.doc’ was shown. 
7.1.2. Chair: This is a technical comment. We need discussions on it. 
7.1.3. Discussions followed.
7.1.4. Srini modified proposed table #1 and table #2 and kept the second to last column blank.
7.1.5. Chair: any objection to the proposed change? Floor: none.
7.1.6. Resolution: accepted-modified.
7.2. Srinivas’ comment #81 - #88 resolved

7.3. Srinivas’ comment #89

7.3.1. Vote: all those in favor of removing completely all texts related to remote MIH command “MIH Network Address Information” on Page 39  (Yes: 5; NO: 3)
7.3.2. Resolution: Rejected.
8. Recess at 7:30PM 

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

9. Attendees

9.1. Attendees (1 – 4 slots today)
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