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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 9th, 2005, 10:00AM-12:00AM EDT
1. Opening Remarks by Vivek Gupta
1.1. Roll Call and agenda bashing

1.2. Take the document sent over the reflector as the starting point and work on a L2 requirement document for 802.16 and 802.3.
2. L2/L3 Transport General Considerations
2.1. Free Discussions on L2/L3 Transport
2.1.1. Vivek outlined the 802.21 services and different media types that would carry 802.21 payloads. L3 transport is also possible. We need to understand the differences between L2 and L3 transport before we dive into specific L2 amendments.
2.1.2. Ajay: L3/L4 transport becomes essential for MIIS elements. For MIES and MICS, L2 transport would be essential because they are time constraint. That’s the distinction throughout our discussion. Some also suggested other alternate transports for MIIS, MIES and MICS. We need to understand the differences.
2.1.3. Kalyan: According to the draft now, it could be possible to define some protocol, either L2/L3 or even L4. Depending on the protocol we would have, we can differentiate the service elements. Depending on the requirement, the content of the protocol could be different. 

2.1.4. Vivek: We should differentiate the terminology ‘transport’ and ‘protocol’. We need to come up with use cases. For MIIS, L3 transport might be practical. For particular implementations, we should also not rule out L2 transport for MIIS.

2.1.5. Kalyan: There could be some use cases of L2 transport for MIES and MICS. We should see which service element over which protocol. Vivek: From that perspective, .21 is more of business of defining payloads for the three services. Once we have them, certain transport might be more preferable than another.
2.1.6. Ajay: The events, commands and information element would be carried across network elements. There is also a huge point of .21 which probably going up and down the protocol stacks. Information may be send between lower layers and higher layers. That probably does not require any specific transport or payloads to be defined. That is one of the biggest components. Vivek: We are defining SAPs and primitives. Once the SAPs are defined, information would be exchanged by the primitives. Specific implementations might be out of scope. For local stacks, we do not need to define the interoperation between different layers.

2.1.7. Kalyan: About the transport, what would be the payload from the MIH point of view? It would have impact on the protocol. Does that mean MIH header, service dependent header and MIH service data? Vivek: An example, .11/.16 L2 frame transporting MIH, other than the L2 specific headers, you have the L2 data part. That L2 data part may be considered as MIH payload inside which you might have an MIH header, etc. Kalyan: MIH payload means the complete structure whatever it is. 

2.1.8. Reijo: We need to bear the architectural issue in mind when we consider the amendments. Subir: IETF discussed these issues and user scenarios are not clear. Any architectural issues when we discuss .11/.16 amendments? Vivek: Keep discussing these issues. Let’s try to come up with these amendments accepting the current .21 draft whatever it is. Let’s move on first.
3. 802.16 Considerations
3.1. Refer to the reflector for the initial documents sent by Vivek and Junghoon and related comments by Ronny.
3.2. Review Vivek’s contribution: Requirements and Suggested Amendments for IEEE 802.16
3.3. Discussions on the overall structure of the document
3.3.1. Vivek: Just use the document as a starting point. 
3.3.2. Ulises: Section 3.3, table-1, it should be from the point of all the services, rather than only these events. If we only mention events, that means we are just looking for events. Vivek: Need to include other services in a proper format. 
3.3.3. Subir: Do we need to put a section on the effects on the .16 specs, e.g., suggested changes of how much they need to change their spec? Vivek: That’s probably something out of our control.  

3.3.4. Reijo: Right now, in this document, we only mentioned 802.16g. What about other 802.16 task groups and specs we may need to change? Vivek: We have to think about this question. Do we need to only amend to 802.16g, or any other .16 task groups? Do not have a good answer yet. We can come up with this document with .16 requirement first, then mention some specific task groups like .16g.
3.3.5. Junghoon: Current 802.16g specs mainly talk about the relationship between BSs. MICS and MIES might have to think about the terminal part. Would it possible to think the terminal part in .16g? Ronny: .16g does not exclude messages between SS and BS although most of the work is on the network side. If you take a look at the requirements of .16g, there are lots of things related to the mobile side. 
3.4. Vivek went through the introduction of the document. Comments:
3.4.1. Junghoon: MIH Function could be located in BS, and probably also in NCMS. If we locate MIH in BS, communication between MIH in .16 and that in other technologies may be direct. Is there any clear relationship between MIH and NCMS? Ronny: NCMS is not an entity, but an abstraction and more like SME in .11. You can think about NCMS as part of BS. You can incorporate MIHF in SS and BS.
3.4.2. Subir: Regarding inter-BS communication, we can expect that communication through NCMS? In which layer does the Inter-BS communication happen? Ronny: NCMS only pass info to upper layers whatever the layers are. The upper layers take care of the primitives and deliver the information to other BS. Which layer would do so is not defined in .16g. Those things are defined in WiMax. For example, AAA client could take care of the primitives and deliver them to AAA server. 

3.4.3. Subir: From the .21 perspective, there is a requirement for inter MIH communications which might happen between .16 BS and .11AP. 

3.4.4. Phillip: Technically, PAR for .16g is supposed to come up sorts of mechanisms to support the inter-BS communications. Currently, we just expose primitives and triggers to higher layers. Subir: It is important to understand whether these communications are defined in .16 or in WiMax. From the .21 perspective, the communication between MIS is required.
3.4.5. Ulises: In the .16g requirements 14.1 overview, it says ‘This specification will only describe procedures for management and control interac​tions between the MAC/PHY/CS layers of the 802.16 devices and the NCMS. The details of the various entities that form the Network Control and Management System are outside the purview of this specification.’ This seems to be contradictory to the PAR. Phillip: I would agree. 
3.4.6. Ajay: NCMS is on the network side as well as in the mobile station. AAA also deals with the NCMS in the mobile station too? Phillip: No. However it is possible to have a network sitting behind the mobile device. There is no requirement on that. We can not preclude that SS could perform as a .16 bridge for the personal network on the other side. You might have some services including authentication going on that side. Ajay: That is a completely different scenario. 
3.4.7. Ulises: We need to understand the optional and mandatory features in SS and BS. 

3.4.8. Vivek: By including MIHF services as part of NCMS entities, we are saying these MIHF services would be available in both SS and BS. Phillip: Yes.  
3.4.9. Phillip: Figure 2 needs to be reworked a little bit. 

3.4.10. Ronny: C-SAP and M-SAP are management SAPs in .21. If .16 can create one more SAP in the interface to MIH, we can define MIH primitives in a more consistent way. 

3.4.11. Phillip: .21 MIH has C-SAP and M-SAP on top of the management entity. However, you want to include MIH services as part of NCMS. That is a kind of contradiction. C-SAP and M-SAP is going out of management entity and the NCMS. We need to think about this. 
3.4.12. Phillip: Just have the C-SAP and M-SAP coming out of the right side of the MIH box into NCMS. Do not have projection down to the management entity. They actually need to go the right side into NCMS. 

3.4.13. Ulises: To make figure 1 and figure 2 consistent, we should remove MIHF service from NCMS in figure 1. 

3.4.14. Phillip: Figure 1 is not correct. Only a portion of MIH is accessed by NCMS. Another portion of MIH on top of MAC-SAP does not go through NCMS. The data plane side does not go through NCMS. Ajay: Would agree with that.
3.4.15. Vivek: Figure 1 by itself does not completely specify all the instances and the locations of MIH. 

3.4.16. Subir: What services are through NCMS? Is it a higher layer, or lower layer SAP? Vivek: MIH function basically uses C-SAP and M-SAP primitives to access the functions of NCMS. It could be MIH or a higher layer which calls MIH. 
3.4.17. Vivek: When MIH payload goes through CS-SAP and through the data plane, we probably do not need any new primitives.  
3.4.18. Vivek: Except for C-SAP and M-SAP to NCMS, do we believe we need any other management SAP between MIH and other management entities? We probably do not need any other SAPs to the management entity. Ronny: That’s fine with me. MIH can deliver primitives to NCMS.
3.4.19. Vivek: Is there any instances of C-SAP and M-SAP on the SS side? Phillip: Yes. We should be careful when we have the model that encompasses the CS-SAP. We should be clear about the intention of CS-SAP by .21. We should be clear what is in scope and what is out of scope in .16. 
3.4.20. Kalyan: After the SAPs are clarified, what is the information to be exchanged between these entities? 
3.4.21. Comment: The primitives defined in C-SAP and M-SAP should be generic enough to serve not only MIH, but also other higher layers. 
3.4.22. Phillip: Bear the .16g timeline in mind when you submit .16 specific requirements. 

3.4.23. Reijo: What is the relationship to WiMax? Do we need some communication work with WiMax? Phillip: WiMax is the consumer of the IEEE standard, not much different from IETF, PP, etc. 75% of participants in .16g also participate in WiMax. For .16g, we do not have these problems. From .21 perspective, not sure. Ajay: Currently we do not have any formal communication. 
3.5. Vivek went through the Section 2 Requirements of the document.
3.5.1. Subir: Bullet 2.1, MIH Function services mean full services, or part of services? Vivek: Not say anything about it. Assume that is full. Ajay: I believe that is what in the NCMS, not full. 
3.5.2. Vivek: Hopefully bullet 2.2 covers that MSS/SS also supports MIH services. Ulises: I would prefer to say that explicitly. Vivek: Could add that to bullet 1 as well.

3.5.3. Ajay: .16g is sufficient for all the changes or new primitives to be define? Or something else needs to be changed, like .16e? Phillip: TGg could amend to both the standard and TGe if necessary. 
3.5.4. Subir: Why does 2.2 only mention local event? Vivek: Remote things are covered in later bullets. Maybe we can just say ‘link layer events’, covering both local and remote. That’s more appropriate.
3.5.5. Vivek: Will capture the communication between two POAs in 2.6.
3.6. Vivek wrapped up the discussions.

3.6.1. Vivek: There is a long list of requirements. Additional work needs to be done. 

4. Action Items

4.1. Next teleconference meeting was scheduled on August 30th.
4.2. Vivek to take the comments and update the requirement document
4.3. Teleconference Adjourned
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