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IEEE P802
Wired and Wireless LANs Handoff

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802 Handoff Executive Committee Study Group

January 13, 2004

Hyatt Regency, Vancouver B.C. Canada

Chair: D.J. Johnston

Vice Chair: Ajay Rajkumar

Secretary: Michael Glenn Williams

First Day Meeting: Tuesday, January 13th, 2004

1. Meeting opening

1.1. Call to order review rules of order, two essential slides

1.1.1. Meeting called to order by DJ Johnston 9:00

1.1.2. IEEE 802 rules of order presented

1.1.3. Patent policy slides presented – No responses

1.1.4. Slide on discussions which are disallowed  also presented
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IEEE standards may include the known use of patent(s), including

patent 

applications, provided the IEEE receives assurance from the pate

nt holder or 

applicant with respect to patents essential for compliance with 

both mandatory 

and optional portions of the standard. This assurance shall be p

rovided without 

coercion and prior to approval of the standard (or reaffirmation

when a patent 

becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assu

rance 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 imple

ment the 

proposed IEEE standard against any person or entity using the pa

tent(s) to 

comply with the standard or 

b) A statement that a license will be made available without com

pensation or 

under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions tha

t are 

demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the s

tandard's 

approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevoc

able during that 

period.

IEEE

-

SA Standards Board Bylaws

on Patents in Standards
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l

Don’t d

iscuss licensing terms or conditions

l

Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions or 

market share

l

Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

l

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

formally object.

If you have questions,

contact the IEEE Patent Committee Administrator

at patcom@ieee.org

Slide #2

Approved by IEEE

-

SA Standards Board 

–

December 2002


1.2. IETF Liaisons meeting at 12:00

1.2.1. Lunchtime meeting to discuss cooperation with IETF. 802.21 has agenda item. Lord Byron room.

1.3. Meeting server details

1.3.1. http://10.0.1.21 or http://handover will provide access to all documents

1.3.2. Follow the “Current Session…” link to upload / download submissions

1.4. Agenda for the week

1.4.1. Meetings Tuesday-Thursday 9AM-5PM

1.4.2. Technical submissions

1.4.3. Frank moves to approve agenda, Vivek Gupta 2nd. Unanimous acceptance.

1.4.4. NOTE: 802.11 has approved an interworking study group vote for the plenary.

2. Technical presentations

2.1.  Terminal Mobility at Layer 2 (slides are proposal.crl.pdf) (Masahiro Kuroda, Takashi Sakakura, CRL & Mitsubishi)

2.1.1. C: Uses cellular terms mixed with WLAN

2.1.2. Q:  Referring to wide area bridged network in slide 4? A: Yes

2.1.3. NOTE: Action to upload slides for Part 2 of discussion

2.1.4. Q: Are overlay .11 only? A: 3G, WLAN, BlueTooth etc

2.1.5. AR’s tell their MAC addr to each other

2.1.6. C:  All mobility should be at L2, but FMIPv6 asks for triggers: 

2.1.6.1. triggers include link up/down 

2.1.6.2. anticipated movt based on signal strength for AR to prepare context transfer; 

2.1.6.3. source network trigger for AR to AR old to new

2.1.6.4. target network trigger

2.1.7. Q: In overlapping coverage areas, how to decide which to use? A: Use .11k info for that type network. 

2.1.8. Q: Terminal maintain IP address throughout? A: Yes. Carriers all share subnets and mobile IP. C: That isn’t practical because carriers have separate allocations of IP space. 

2.1.9. C: We prepare convergence layer to create virtual MACs for 3G to carry/be carried in 802 frames.

2.1.10. Q: Make a 3G BS appear to be part of Ethernet, hooked into switch

2.1.11. C: Mick Seaman is proposing Q in Q within 802.1 distributing VLAN tables over wide area. ACTION: Ask for a presentation to 802.21.

2.1.12. Q: What is the user plane sending in 3G cellular AP? A: IP packets. 

2.1.13. Q: have you considered multicast & broadcast? If same IP address is used all over? A: There is mapping to unicast instead. 

2.2. Comments on 802.21 scope

2.2.1. C: L2 mobility should it be included in 802.21 or perhaps in 802.1?

2.2.2. We could use some architectural agreement.

2.2.3. C:  Add facilitating DNA optimization to 5 criteria, delete from scope

2.3. Technical presentation Triggers (DJ Johnston, Intel)

2.3.1. Ajay Rajkumar assumes chair. DJ presents.

2.3.2. Potential types: Link up/down; going up/down; domain crossing

2.3.3. PHY trigger more likely to be predictive.

2.3.4. Multiple higher layer clients might want a single trigger

2.3.5. Registration process by upper layers express interest, declaration of supported triggers. Could the registration be through MAC messages or MIB?

2.3.6. Reference to Gang Wu’s presentation

2.3.7. Mapping is required between Media Independent trigger to bearer-specific events. Should the bearer’s standard specify them or should 802.21?

2.3.8. Upper layer interface options: MIB, API, new MAC service

2.3.9. Triggers have parameters e.g. type, local/remote, source upper layer/MAC/PHY, recipient or list, reason codes

2.3.10. C: Some info other than triggers, e.g. stat info might want to be communicated.

2.3.11. C: Missing an L3 protocol?

2.3.12. C: Also need a way of presenting info in an L3 protocol.

2.3.13. Q: How is the registration propogated? A: Not sure.

2.3.14. C: OS’s today do have registration procedures for MAC services

2.3.15. C: Remote trigger comes from different layers? A: Yes they can.

2.3.16. Q: What is the transport for the remote triggers? A: Undefined yet.

2.3.17. C: These triggers differ from an etherhub because they have predictive info, e.g. link up in the mobile case has more context.

2.3.18. C: Link avail versus link up should be in our spec.

2.3.19. Q: How to decide what bearer to use, is that out of scope? A: Well, link up in .11 might be different than another, but IP can express it the same.

2.3.20. Q: We should be careful about link up because that requires OS input. A: Yes. IP only cares if it can send a packet. Routability might somehow factor in there.

2.3.21. C: Much of these triggers are wanted even if IP isn’t yet permitted on a link. Our job might be to create or request the different bearers to make certain info available in advance of the full IP setup.

2.3.22. C: There is some info that doesn’t need to be trustable, but once things are serving the higher layers, it needs to be trusted.

2.3.23. C: Will need to create triggers that 3GPP can consume.

2.4. Technical presentation Steps in L2 & L3 handoff  (Vivek Gupta, Intel)

2.4.1. C: Interdomain 802.11 is part of our charter

2.4.2. VPN may /may not permit split tunneling

2.4.3. C: VPN doesn’t require make before break. Resp: If you want to preserve a session it might not work. C: If using 

2.4.4. Video latency budgets for 30fps is 30-50ms, or frames are dropped. Jitter buffers can help but sometimes dropping is better. If streaming video instead of real time there has to be buffers. 2 frame jitter isn’t so bad on real time.

2.4.5. C: Straw poll for various interests of other bodies where we might need liaisons.  IETF – 15, 3GPP - 12, 3GPP2 – 15

2.4.6. Seems to be even split of interest

2.5. Technical presentation Steps in L2 & L3 handoff  (Vivek Gupta, Intel)

2.5.1. C: Interdomain 802.11 is part of our charter

2.5.2. VPN may /may not permit split tunneling

2.5.3. C: VPN doesn’t require make before break. Resp: If you want to preserve a session it might not work. C: If using 

2.5.4. Video latency budgets for 30fps is 30-50ms, or frames are dropped. Jitter buffers can help but sometimes dropping is better. If streaming video instead of real time there has to be buffers. 2 frame jitter isn’t so bad on real time.

2.5.5. C: Straw poll for various interests of other bodies where we might need liaisons.  IETF – 15, 3GPP -  12, 3GPP2 – 15

2.5.6. Seems to be even split of interest

2.6. Technical presentation Requirements for 802.21  (Dong-Jye Shyy, MITRE)

2.6.1. C: CDMA specs 1% loss for voice is tolerable.

2.6.2. C: Groundwork will need to be done, including requirements. 802.21 performance characteristics are inherited from the technologies.

2.6.3. C: Want to have a list of packages of work.

2.7. Technical presentation Handover 802.21  (Dong-Jye Shyy, MITRE)

2.7.1. C: CDMA 2000 specs soft handover, also WCDMA.

2.7.2. C: CDMA has analog event for link up. GSM doesn’t exactly.

2.7.3. C: Yes GSM does have clear signaling, just not the handover method.

2.7.4. C: GSM BS and Ericsson BS might behave differently. But we can’t write specs for ETSI, 3GPP, 3GPP2… that’s for the liaison.

2.7.5. C: We are not talking about CS. If data session is set up or not is the crucial issue for GSM link. Also if we have a home agent-like entity, then it is transparent to L2. 

2.7.6. Link up has different meanings for cellular. What will be the GSM trigger event? Resp: We would use a standard signaling message. 

2.7.7. CDMA will give problems with movement algorithms when going to WLAN. mIP will be equally important to L2. Resp: By the time IP is up it is too late. Resp: We need generic L2 messages.

2.7.8. C: Consider data connection moved from 802 to cellular, then VoIP as a second problem? Resp: Yes definitely. It would be reckless to write a protocol to talk to a CDMA2000 Base Station. But it may come to that eventually.

2.7.9. C: Could somebody develop a proprietary box that plugs into either side and work? That is a test.

2.7.10. Recommend only solve WLAN and CDMA2000 and WCDMA. Use ‘recommended practice’ for others.

2.7.11. C: WLAN to CDMA movement is top priority. CDMA network should detect which frequency is being used by other network.

2.7.12. C: See Ajay’s presentation on who is in control for movt between hetero networks.

2.7.13. WLAN should provide neighboring information for CDMA field to MN. 

2.7.14. C: Right now most devices, even if multimode, only use one at a time. Especially with cellular. Resp: Disagree, e.g. UMTS and WLAN handsets can talk at the same time. Resp: Also, laptops have multiple interfaces. 

2.7.15. The PAR specifically doesn’t require both interfaces be active at once. 

2.7.16. C: Carriers won’t like prioritizing CDMA over GSM / GPRS.

2.7.17. C: Suggest we do a framework first. Resp: Yes we need Use Case development and model development. 

2.7.18. C VoIP is a use case, also SIP. Motion between CDMA and WLAN will be controlled by SIP. Network architecture may be important. 

2.7.19. Straw poll requested for which scenario to do first. But whoever brings submissions gets the meeting time.

2.8. Technical presentation Use Cases and System Architecture  (Michael Glenn Williams Nokia)

2.8.1. C: DJ Johnston agrees to take the notes:

Use Cases Presentation.

Case 1:

An enterprise related use case. Covers some of the aspects of out problem.

Walks from 802.11g zone, between two buildings with intranet 802.16e coverages to another 802.1g zone in building.

Case 2:

Multi radio device. Connects via 802.11g. Leaves office and continues session via GPRS.

Ajay: Discussion may be interesting if you address end to end operation during the use case. Overlapping coverage matters and who are service providers in the domains.

Michael: Sub cases in notes address these different cases.

In one case both networks support mIPv4

Or in another case, client is tolerant of IP address change

Or Both networks administered by enterprise’s contracted network operators.

Ajay: Is a big can of worms, due to the number of cases.

Case 3:

Single radio. Connects to internet via 802.11g in hotel. Walks to conference center that has an 802.11 network on a different case.

Sub cases:

Neither network supports mobile IP. Application is tolerant of IP address change.

Comment: Add sub case, secure http is in use. 

Comment: Does IP change between ESSs?

Yes.

Ajay: Is there radio coverage overlap between the two?

Michael: Yes

Case 4:

Airport: Wandered into location with many APs, each parts of different vendor networks and proprietary networks. Device needs to pick the best AP for his association. May be things to augment that decision that our spec provides.

Subcases

Some available networks administered by same entity.

Some networks open

Some networks require an account

Some may be routable to the internet.

Discussion: This is not handover, out of scope.

DJ: No, this is network selection and detection is in scope.

Back and forth disagreement.

Discussion Illustration.

Viewpoint: An AP can be seen as giving access to an alternate 802.21 air interface, as in a distributed set of interfaces a thing can talk to.

Payload Brainstorming slides..

Need for two levels of encapsulation.

2.8.2. C:

3. Next Meeting, Interim Meetings

3.1.1. Wednesday, 9-5, Hyatt, Oxford room: Discuss scope, other presentations

3.2. Recess until tomorrow

3.3. Attendees

D.J. Johnston

Michael Glenn Williams

Ajay Rajkumar

Yuri Goldstein

Dave Hetherington

Alan Carlton

Dong-Jye Shyy

Terry Todd

Katsuya Matsubara

Jay Jin

Vivek Gupta

Frank Ciotti

Takashi Sakakura

Masahiro Kuroda

Akira Okubo

Brian Kiernan

Charlie Tai

Prakash Iyer

Maximilian Riegel

James Kempf

Arjan de Heer

Preeyida Vinayakray-jami

Sanjeev Athalye

Vytas Kezys

Mahalingam Mani

Yonggang Fang

Victor Lin

Takashi Aramaki

Yong Chang

Stephen McCann

Stefan Rommer

Lars Falle

Michael Montemurro

Peyush Agarwal

Phillip Barber







Minutes
page 6
Michael Glenn Williams, Nokia


