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IEEE 802.21
Media Independent Handover Services

AD Hoc Teleconference Meeting Minutes 

Teleconference Hosted by: 
· Michael G. Williams Chair IEEE 802.21WG
Date: December, 14th, 2006, 9:00AM-11:00AM ET

1. Meeting Opened by Vivek Gupta 

1.1. Roll Call

1.2. Vivek went through the agenda sent to the reflector
1] Review liaison from TGu as per the document:
http://www.ieee802.org/21/doctree/2007-01_meeting_docs/11-06-1873-00-0000-liaison-to-802-21-from-ieee802-11.doc
2] Continue joint discussion from Dallas. Please refer to updated contribution:
http://www.ieee802.org/21/doctree/2007-01_meeting_docs/21-06-0817-01-0000-802-21-TGu-Joint_Session.ppt 
a] IE Organization, Static vs Dynamic IEs

b] Queries

c] Message length limit

d] Event Service Overview/MLME Primitives

2. There was a brief status update on the draft D3.00 and 802.21 LB Recirculation #1b. TGu members were requested to review the 802.21 draft and submit any comments directly to the 802.21 Chair or through TGu Chair. 
3. Stephen gave an overview of TGu activities and pointed out that TGu drfat version D0.02 was being reviewed informally. 802.21 Members were requested to review the draft and submit any comments either directly or through the 802.21 Chair.

4. Discussion on liaison from TGu to 802.21 11-06-1873-00-0000-liaison-to-802-21-from-ieee802-11.doc
4.1.1. Stephen: This is the functionality that would allow clients to determine supported/available enrollment methods. Is there interest in 802.21 in addressing this requirement?
4.1.2. Ajay: Can this be represented as an IE?
4.1.3. Angelo: Yes this can be added as an IE as part of service information in the 802.21 Information server.

4.1.4. Stephen: We could have more discussions in the joint meeting in January.
5. Continuation of discussions on other items from Dallas meeting. Please refer to contribution: 21-06-0817-01-0000. 
5.1. Vivek gave an introduction to the organization of the slides. 
5.1.1. Vivek: Slides 4 and 5 explain the difference between initial network selection when not connected to any network and when transferring an existing connection from one network to another.
5.1.2. Subir: We can add another scenario to this, i.e. when transferring connection from one WLAN network provider to another WLAN network provider.
5.1.3. Vivek: This would be a special form of case 1 on slide 4. Nevertheless we can always add this. 
5.1.4. Vivek: Gave a brief overview of slides 6 to 11. These slides explain the organization of IEs and also incorporate the feedback from Dallas meeting. The PoA information may be common across all PoAs in a network. As such it makes more sense to have a single instance of this information and have it included at the Access Network level as opposed to at the PoA level. There was a proposal to define Location of Network, Data Rate, PoA Capabilities and IP Config Methods at the Access Network level as opposed to defining them at the PoA level.

5.1.5. Ajay: What is meant by the location of the network? Is this represented in latitude-longitude form?
5.1.6. Vivek: For WLAN networks this could be the centre of the coverage provided by the WLAN network. For other MAN and WAN type networks this needs to be the location of individual PoAs. These are indeed represented in latitude-longitude form.

5.1.7. Stephen: This does need to be defined in network specific manner. We may need some presentations/contributions clarifying these aspects.
5.1.8. Ajay: As far as Network Standards are concerned are we going to include individual network standard alphabets or do we need some kind of dependency tree to capture these capabilities.

5.1.9. Vivek: In version 3.0 of the draft, Table-11, page 56 we have defined the various capabilities for 802.11 network and not just included the standard alphabets. This covers IEEE capabilities as well as the WFA capabilities.
5.1.10. Stephen: This is the right way to go. The letters (alphabets) disappear once the relevant TG functionality is merged into the base 802.11 specification. 802.11 can review this part formally and provide feedback to 802.21. A formal request through liaison may be required. 

5.1.11. Vivek: Slides 12 to 14 discuss Static vs Dynamic IEs. Most of the IEs currently defined by 802.21 are static in nature and are in line with views expressed with TGu. However there are a few QoS related dynamic IEs as well as listed on slide 14. 

5.1.12. Ajay: The 802.21 Is should only provide static parameters. Why does the user need dynamic parameters?

5.1.13. Angelo: These parameters are quite detailed. How frequently do these need to be updated on the server?
5.1.14. Nada: These parameters are basically guidelines from the network side and as such they need not be updated that frequently. The parameters help the user make a judgment on network characteristics.
5.1.15. Stephen: It would be good to discuss this further in the January meeting.
5.1.16. Vivek: Slides 15, 16 and 17 cover the various TLV Query types that have been supported. Some of the suggestions made by TGu are already supported while few others need to be added. There is also a need to define few other parameters and include them in query such as client location and Radius of interest for networks.

5.1.17. Ajay: How is the radius of networks used in this context?

5.1.18. Vivek: One possible way is to use the location of PoAs (or that of network) and based on location of client and specified radius compute the list of PoAs that lie within that. 
5.1.19. Vivek: For maximum message length issue (slide 18) Dave Stephenson already has a contribution that was received very well at last meeting (straw poll (33-0-1). 

5.1.20. Stephen: Angelo has also been working on some ideas for the same which can be consolidated together for the January meeting.

5.1.21. Yoshi: 802.21 can also provide a mechanism to limit the length of individual responses. 

5.1.22. Angelo: Question on security implications mentioned on slide 21?
5.1.23. Vivek: From 802.21 perspective we are currently not handling security during handovers. The slide just tries to explain how the client needs to know about acceptable security levels for different networks.
6. Summary and Action items
6.1. Vivek: Below is the list of Action items that we can follow up through email and also cover in January meeting.

6.1.1. Representation of Network Capabilities: 802.11 to review the representation of network capabilities as shown in Network Standards IE (Table-11, pg 56 in 802.21 draft D3.0) and provide feedback.
6.1.2. Location of Network: How to represent location of network/PoA? This may need to be specified on a per network basis. This could be the centre of coverage for WLAN but may need to be location of each PoA for WMAN and WWAN.  

6.1.3. QoS: Need to clarify usage of QoS IEs and how these could be provided for different networks and used in handover decision making
6.1.4. Limiting Response Message Length: Need a mechanism to limit the response length of a query. 
Attendees 

Angelo Centonza

Ajay Rajkumar

Eleanor Hepworth

Jeff Keating

Nada Golmie

Necati Canpolat

Patrick Mo

Reijo Salminen

Stephen McCann

Subir Das

Vivek Gupta

Xiaoyu Liu

Yoshihiro Ohba
Minutes
                        page 1                                 


