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Hyatt Regency Dallas, Dallas, TX, USA
Chair: Vivek Gupta
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Reunion C; Monday, November 13th, 2006
1. Meeting Opening (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
1.1. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG at 1:37PM.
1.2. Meeting Agenda (21-06-0815-01-0000-Session17_Dallas_Agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. Chair: Any objection to approve the agenda? Floor: none. 

1.2.1.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #17 Opening Notes (21-06-0816-02-0000-WGsession17_opening_notes.ppt)

1.3.1. Network information for the documents
1.3.1.1. External website: http://www.ieee802.org/21
1.3.1.2. Meeting website: http://802server/21

1.3.1.3. Alternate website: http://10.128.0.11/21
1.3.1.4. No question.

1.3.2. Attendance and voting membership were presented.

1.3.2.1. Electronic and Manual Attendance
1.3.2.2. Cross attendance with 802.16 and 802.20 WG were noted.
1.3.3. WG Letter Ballot presented – No question.

1.3.4. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented

1.3.5. Registration and media recording policy presented

1.3.6. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response

1.3.6.1. Chair: Any patent submitted to the WG? Floor: No response.

1.3.7. IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented – No response
1.3.8. Slide on discussions which are inappropriate was also presented. – No response
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6. Patents

IEEE standards may include the known use of essential patents and patent 

applications provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or 

applicant with respect to patents whose infringement is, or in the case of patent 

applications, potential future infringement the applicant asserts will be, unavoidable in 

a compliant implementation of either mandatory or optional portions of the standard 

[essential patents]. This assurance shall be provided without coercion and prior to 

approval of the standard (or reaffirmation when a patent or patent application 

becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assurance shall be a 

letter that is in the form of either: 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will notenforce any of its 

present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement either 

mandatory or optional portions of the proposed IEEE standard against any person or 

entity complying with the standard; or 

b) A statement that a license for such implementation will be made available without 

compensation or under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that 

are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to 

the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that period.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylawson

Patents in Standards

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised February 2006)
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings

•Don’tdiscuss licensing terms or conditions

•Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions, or market share

•Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

•Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed…do formally object.

If you have questions, contact the IEEE-SA Standards Board Patent 

Committee Administrator at patcom@ieee.orgor visit 

http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/index.html 

This slide set (last three slides) is available at 

http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised February 2006)


1.3.9. Copyright was presented. 

1.3.10. Chair: How many attend IEEE 802.21 WG meetings for the first time? Floor: 3.
1.3.11. IEEE 802 Ombudsman presented

1.3.11.1. As of 1 August 2006, contact information: 802ombudsman@ieee.org.

1.3.11.2. Q: Who are the members of this ombudsman? A: One person in IEEE acts as ombudsman.

1.3.12. Chair: Any issues of the operating rules? Floor: none.

1.3.13. Aims for the session presented
1.3.13.1. Complete LB#1a Comment Resolution
1.3.13.2. Discussion on future WG activities
1.3.13.2.1. Security Signaling
1.3.13.2.2. Multi-radio paging
1.3.13.3. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.13.3.1. Joint sessions with 802.11 (TGu)
1.3.13.3.1.1. Comment: The discussion with TGu on Wednesday morning is official. Discussions on Monday are not official.
1.3.13.3.2. Discussion with FMCA

1.3.13.3.3. Update from IETF

1.3.13.3.4. 3GPP next steps discussion

1.3.13.4. Tutorial on CALM on Tuesday

1.3.14. Revised 802.21 Timeline and plan to meet this timeline were presented.

1.3.15. Straw Poll: Is the 802.21 WG on track to meet the revised timeline for Sponsor Ballot (March 2007) as outlined in September 2006 meeting? (Yes: 10; No: 1; Abstain: 8)
1.3.15.1. Chair: Any opinion of what are the difficulties we can not meet the timeline?

1.3.15.2. Jeff: The WG is not making the right progress to receive comments.

1.3.15.3. Chair: A lot of people who cast ‘disapprove’ in LB1a did not submit any tech-binding comments. In the next round recirculation, if a voter does not submit any tech-binding comment, his ‘disapprove’ vote will not be valid.

1.3.15.4. Subir: We may contact with the people and make them be aware of the chances to change the draft. Chair: There would be phone calls to contact with these people.

1.3.15.5. Jeff: Want to ask the people saying ‘yes’ to this straw poll why they say ‘yes’. Why do people believe they can make it in Mar/07? Subir: Before Mar/07, we may have 2-3 recirculation ballots. We have good chance to improve the approval rate. Chair: The number of technical-binding comments is significantly dropped down in this recirculation.

1.3.16. Future Sessions – 2007/2008
1.4. Approval of September Interim Meeting Minutes (21-06-0771-00-0000-802_MIHS_minutes_2006_Sept_Interim.doc)
1.4.1. Chair: Any objections to approve the September interim meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

1.4.1.1. The September interim meeting minutes was approved with unanimous consent.
1.5. Letter Ballot #1a Comment Summary (21-06-0818-00-0000-LB_1a_Comment_Summary.ppt)

1.5.1. Eunah: One of my comments was rejected. Could you let me know the reason why the comment was rejected? Chair: We did spend time to discuss this comment in the Face-to-Face Ad Hoc and the conclusion was captured in the notes of the mater commentary file. Basically, command goes from higher layers to lower layers, so the arrow in the flows is unidirectional. Eunah: Request for further discussions on that issue. 
1.6. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to Approve Resolution of all Marked Comments in Commentary file 21-06-0800-02-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR

1.6.1. Srinivas: Comment #2110 should be taken out and reconsidered. Chair: Ok. Comment #2110 was demarked.

1.6.2. Moved by: 


Yoshihiro Ohba
1.6.3. Seconded by:

Qiaobing Xie
1.6.4. YES: 



16
1.6.5. NO: 



0
1.6.6. Abstain


1

1.6.7. Chair: Motion passes.

1.7. Qiaobing Xie, Editor of IEEE 802.21 WG, encouraged the participants to clearly state the changes to the current draft when they submit comments and contributions. 
1.8. Michael G. Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG, updated the status of the 802.1 Architecture Group.

1.8.1. No activities in this group in this meeting.

1.8.2. Michael and Vivek addressed the architectural issues.
1.8.3. Subir: Is there any other 802 WG that handles the interworking issues? Michael: There is a group dealing with radio resources. Usually, groups initiate work items together, driven by conflicts. 
1.8.4. Kenichi: 802.1 architecture group thinks some location based architecture. Vivek: 802.11v is adding specific measurements to take the location information. Not sure of the 802.1. 
1.9. Recess from 3:05PM to 3:40PM
2. WG Presentations
2.1. Handover Flow Diagrams discussions (21-06-0822-01-0000-Template_for_Handover_Flow_Diagram.ppt)
2.1.1. There are a few contributions about the handover flow charts for different handover scenarios. A common template is useful to harmonize these specific use cases.
2.2. IEEE 802.11u Network Selection & MIH Support (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/1492r0)
2.2.1. Stephen: We’ll have an official joint session with .21 on Wednesday morning. This presentation recaptures the updates in TGu regarding MIH support.

2.2.2. The document doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/1492r0 was presented.
2.2.3. Stephen: 802.21 participants may access 802.11 website and review the TGu draft D00.02. Vivek: 802.21 members may use the same username and password to access 802.11 private areas on the website.
2.3. 802.21-TGu Joint Session (21-06-0817-01-0000-802-21-TGu-Joint_Session.ppt, by Chairs of IEEE 802.21WG)
2.3.1. A list of discussion items were raised in joint sessions and the responses were included in the presentation.

2.3.2. Q: How do you model mesh network if the geographical area is huge? You need to model the AP or the network? A: We have access network properties common to a group of AP. If we go to the level of AP, we have POA IE. How the info on AP is stored in the MIIS server is out of the scope.
2.3.3. Comment: We might get about 60 APs from the query, if the size of the network is huge, so that the decision may be difficult to make. It may be more important to store the info on the network than to do so for the location info of the AP. Response: We may not be able to describe the structure of a network. 
2.3.4. Comment: TGu discussed ESSID to label a collection of APs. It is higher than the AP level. 

2.3.5. Comment:  In state 1, we may be interested in AP level info. 
2.3.6. Comment: .22/.15 cases may make sense in terms of scalability. 
2.3.7. The relationship between 802.21 and MIPSHOP was discussed.
2.3.8. Comment: In state 1, it is difficult to transport huge info on GNI without any segmentation. Response: We listed all the info, but do not mean we have to deliver all the info to the MN. It does not necessarily return all the info in a single query. Multiple queries might be possible. Comment: Then you need some criteria to shape the query. Response: there is a query language to do so.
2.3.9. Stephen: 802.21 needs to make it clear the info to be delivered. How can we sort out the query language? Not clear to TGu regarding this work. Vivek: RDF may be one of them. This work is still on-going now.
2.4. ACK and State Machine (21-06-0782-00-0000-Comments-for-2339_2341.ppt, by Alice Cheng, Telcordia)
2.4.1. Group discussions on ACK followed. Alice took the comments and updated the contribution. 
3. Recess at 6:05PM 

3.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM

Second Day Meetings: Reunion C; Tuesday, November 14th, 2006
4. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 8:15AM

5. Agenda Update

5.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-06-0815-01-0000-Session17_Dallas_Agenda.doc)

5.1.1. Chair and Technical Editor encouraged the participants to join the time-consuming editorial work. 

5.1.2. Chair reminded the participants to check the electronic attendance.

5.1.3. Chair: Any other changes? Floor: None.

5.1.3.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.
6. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 5 (21-06-0800-02-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
6.1. Resolution of the comment #2011 by Eunah Kim
6.1.1. Comment that Figure 1 should be changed to show Command Services may also be bidirectional. Response: Some texts may be added to clarify that point.

6.1.2. The comment was deferred to Thursday meetings.
6.2. Discussions and resolutions of the deferred comments in New Jersey Ad Hoc: #2037, #2040, #2049, #2061, #2076, #2079, #2086, #2090, #2049, #2050.
6.3. Discussion on Comment #2090 and associated contributions
6.3.1. Comment that we may not really need NMS-SAP. Response: Table 19 includes the names of those primitives.
6.3.2. Comment: The functionality of the proposed NMS is useful.
6.3.3. Comment: These functions may exist in any network management system entity. We may not need to define them in a standard.
6.3.4. Comment: The state information is useful.
6.4. Break from 10:10AM to 10:40 AM
7. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-06-0800-02-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
7.1. Contribution 21-06-0738-01-0000 was presented and the associated comment #2231 was discussed.

7.2. Discussions on the contribution to 802.16g (IS access before network entry r5.doc, by Ronny Kim, et al.)
7.2.1. Group discussion followed.

7.2.2. Ronny: How many people think it is the right time to submit this contribution to 802.16g? Chair: You’d better talk to 802.16g Chair to discuss the timeline to submit this contribution. This contribution needs more work and offline harmonization. 
7.3. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

7.4. Break for lunch from 12:00PM to 1:10PM
8. WG Presentations

8.1. Performing Network Initiated Handovers with NetLMM (21-06-0823-00-0000-NIH on NETLMM-802.21 Nov06 meeting.ppt, by Eric Njedjou, France Telecom) Deployment issues
8.2. Follow-up feedback from FMCA on IEEE 802.21 functions (21-06-0807-00-0000-FMCA Nov Presentation to IEEE 802 21.ppt)
8.2.1. FMCA Operator Feedback on 802.21 functions and scenarios were presented.
8.2.2. Comment: FMCA may not necessarily hear the implementation and deployment specific requirements from .21. Response: FMCA and .21 may meet together and discuss the use cases. .21 may define appropriate IEs to help FMCA deploy MIIS.
8.2.3. Comment: .21 and FMCA may analyze the impacts on general .21 functions, e.g., IEs such as Cost information and other risky information.
8.2.4. Comment: FMCA-802.21 may have joint work items to discuss the use cases and scenarios.
8.2.5. Comment: FMCA-802.21 may discuss the technical issues of MIIS deployment, for example, who provides such information, any security issues or consistency issues, where to deploy the IS server, etc.

8.2.6. Comment: In order to make useful IS, requirements from FMCA or even some whitepaper about the scenarios may help .21 understand what we can do and how much we can do.
8.2.7. Comment: Some operators may need IS only, and some may need CS/ES only. Any concerns of the flexibility of deploying MIH? Response: The hooks with MIHS in different networks may be different. We need to look into specific networks, e.g., 3GPP/3GPP2. 
8.2.8. Comment: Could you give us some specific inputs on complex multimedia session handover? Response: FMCA adopted IMS as the platform. MIH may need additional functions to support IMS, e.g., specific IEs for handling multimedia sessions, functions to support (re-)negotiation between networks, synchronization and coordination between networks. 
8.2.9. Q: Slide 11, bullet 2, 802.21 needs specific IEs to respond to higher layers requirements in handing over complex multimedia sessions. Any specific example? A: Mapping IMS requests to QoS is one example. Q: Do you need any standardized things to support that? A: We do not rule out the need for that. 
8.2.10. Comment: We have a QoS matrix to map the QoS in different access networks. 

8.2.11. Q: If we put some deadline for the MIIS Server to respond to the MIIS query, does it make sense? A: We may need to understand the information retrieval and handover delay.
8.2.12. Q: Do we presume the client has the ability to generate it location information as part of the IS query? Or do we need to accommodate the case that the client does not know where it is, then the network has to resolve that query? A: There are various location-based technologies to solve that problem.
8.2.13. Break from 3:10PM to 3:40PM.
8.2.14. Rodrigo summarized the key points and proposed joint work items
8.2.14.1. Business scenarios/models

8.2.14.2. Use experiences
8.2.14.3. Information Elements

8.2.14.4. Handover scenarios
8.2.15. Chair: We may start from scenarios and then go into the Information Elements.

9. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-06-0800-02-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
9.1. Contribution 21-06-0824-00-0000-general-primitive-failure-case.doc was discussed and associated comment #2242 was resolved.

9.2. Resolution of the comments on Section 7 till #2327
10. Recess at 7:10PM 

10.1. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM

Third Day Meetings: Reunion C; Wednesday, November 15th, 2006
11. IEEE 802.21 and 802.11 TGu Joint Session 

11.1. Meeting called to order at 8:05AM by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG and Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.11 TGu 
11.1.1. Stephen: TGu updated the draft. The feedbacks from 802.21 WG are encouraged. The comments are open to all .21 participants.

11.1.2. Stephen: 802.21 members may use their username and password to access the 802.11 TGu private areas to get the updated TGu draft.

11.2. 802.21 – TGu Joint Discussions (21-06-0817-01-0000-802-21-TGu-Joint_Session.ppt, presented by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
11.2.1. Q: Slide 8, any reason to identify Operator Identifier and Service Provider? Service Provider may also be the Operator. Operator seems more mandatory. A: We basically list the operator type and operator name. The way to represent it is described in the draft.
11.2.2. Q: How about the Access Network Identifier? A: The discussion goes back to how many identifiers we need. 
11.2.3. Comment: 802.21 WG only opens a field for the IE. Whether a particular IE is useful depends on the deployment. Comment: Vendor specific IEs are possible too.

11.2.4. Q: Any consideration of the QoS IE in slide 9. A: If you have some range, e.g., max/min values, and if that range captures the general characteristics of QoS parameters, it may not be changed frequently and would be useful in some scenarios.
11.2.5. Q: Slide 9, does .21 mandate the IE field size? Is 802.21 looking at assigning the size of IE? A: The draft has a TLV representation format. The fields in TLV indicate the value and length of each IE. The general format is with value-type-length. 
11.2.6. Comment: From the perspective of operators, 802.21 should minimize the size of those IEs. Response: If you feel any IE is not applicable, please send feedbacks to us.
11.2.7. Comment: Should we look at the QoS parameters by classes to minimize the computation needed by client side? Response: We wished to do so but these different networks define these classes in very different ways. 
11.2.8. Comment: IMS looks like a convergence platform across domains. IMS may negotiate QoS across networks. The conclusion is that there would be a harmonization of the QoS control across networks. 802.21 should be able to use that. Response: 802.11 follows a QoS model very different from that of IMS. It is difficult to map QoS levels from .11/.16 to 3GPP.
11.2.9. Comment: Slide 9, currently something is still missing from the user requirements. We may leave the mapping as implementation specific. Response: If we want to keep some parameters maintained in the MIIS server, some formats of representation of the parameters might be needed. Comment: The issues may be: 1) what these parameters are; 2) how to access these parameters; 3) how to map these parameters?
11.2.10. Stephen: In TGu, one requirement is ‘can we map AP to some AN?’ The result was: 1) it is very complicated; 2) basically we did not have good proposals for the mapping model. So from the practical point of view, we did not do so. Such proposals are encouraged.
11.2.11. Comment: We may categorize the information into two classes: static and dynamic. Response: Regarding the dynamic information, the concern is that how much info needs synchronization? 

11.2.12. Comment: Slide 10, for handover and network selection, the important issue is more related to the networks, rather than AP/POA. For example, the .11 handover uses SSID instead of AP MAC addresses to make handover decisions. Now sure of the usefulness of the MAC address of AP. Moreover, the info of AP may be huge from the perspective of large scale deployments. It is hard to use that information.
11.2.13. Comment: In slide 10, some management entity in .11 AP (e.g. CAPWAP) may be considered.
11.2.14. Comment: Emergency service is a big concern. Part of the emergency service is location service, so the POA info must be provided. Response: We may need to discuss where the location service is provided. My view is that hot spot providers can do that. The purpose of this standard is to assist roaming decisions.

11.2.15. Comment: Regarding emergence service, as presented by Scott, at least for VoIP traffic, we must provide location information. 
11.2.16. Comment: The purpose of the IS server is for client roaming, rather than that kind of location service.
11.2.17. Stephen: TGu has an emergency service solution purely within in 802.11. Not sure of how .21 does so. Vivek: The .21 standard just represents location info, not specifies how to use that info. 
11.2.18. Comment: How to use the location info is out of scope of .21.

11.2.19. Vivek: .11 AP may store the location info, e.g., as TGv does, but not sure of the feasibility to pull such info out to a server and synchronize these info.
11.2.20. Comment: Clarification of the first point in slide 11: some mechanisms are needed to indicate whether the info is available for secured association, or for unsecured association. The security issues regarding the IS should be considered.
11.2.21. Comment: In order to support .11 state 1 query, IS should be placed on AP. Response: It may be difficult from the perspective of implementation and deployment.
11.2.22. Q: Slide 19, what about the support (POA capability IE) in the network level? A: The query may be per AP basis.
11.3. Limiting GAS State-1 Query Response Length (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/1784r0, presented by Dave Stephenson, Cisco)
11.3.1. Straw Poll: Shall draft text in accordance with 11-06/1784r0 be developed for inclusion into the respective 802.21 and TGu amendments? (For: 33; Against: 0; Abstain: 10.)
11.4. Joint session was adjourned at 10:00AM

12. IEEE 802.21 WG Reconvened at 10:50AM 
13. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 6 (21-06-0800-03-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
13.1. Resolution of the Comment #2120 - #2140. Deferred comments were noted by Chair.
13.2. Recess for lunch from 12:10PM to 1:10PM 
14. WG Presentations

14.1. Idle Mode and Paging (21-06-0747-00-0000-Idle mode and Paging.ppt, by Muthaiah Venkatachalam, Intel)

14.2. Media Independent Paging (21-06-0806-01-0000-Media_Independent_Paging.ppt, by Behcet Sarikaya, Huawei)
14.2.1. Comment: How does the paging usage model fit VCC model? Response: Need to take a look at VCC in future.
14.2.2. Q: Any special issue or concerns of 3GPP2 to take advantage of the proposed paging mechanism? A: Not take a look at 3GPP2 yet.

14.2.3. Comment: How to reach WiFi from WiMax to enable such paging mechanism? Have concerns of the reachability of the proposed paging messages in L2.  
14.2.4. Comment: There is no proper definition of the ‘Paging’. Response: In general, paging happens in a broadcasting manner. 
14.2.5. Q: How to reach multi-radio using MIH? What is the paging identifier? 
14.2.6. Comment: Slide 5, the scenarios may be implemented using the existing .21 ES/CS functions.

14.2.7. Comment: Need to understand the scenarios of MIH paging. Networks can handle the paging by themselves, and do not need MIH paging to do so across networks.
14.2.8. Chair: Work on the issues raised here, get more participants involved, and come back again.
14.3. Summary of Emergence Service Workshop (doc. IEEE 802.11-06/1723r0, by Scott Henderson)

14.3.1. FCC 05-116: E911 Requirements for IP-Enabled Service Providers
14.3.2. OMA-LOC ES Coordination WorkshopR01.ppt were noted
14.3.2.1. Expect .21 to support Location Services
14.3.3. 2 Enablers defined or under definition
14.3.3.1. MLS (Mobile Location Services)

14.3.3.1.1. MLS1.0 Candidate Enabler

14.3.3.1.2. MLS 1.1 Waiting Approval as Candidate Enabler by Technical Plenary

14.3.3.1.3. MLS 1.2 under definition.

14.3.3.2. SUPL (Secure User Plane for Location)

14.3.3.2.1. SUPL 1.0 Candidate Enabler

14.3.3.2.2. SUPL 2.0 under definition.

14.3.4. Scott: There is a lot of work for 802.21 in this area.

14.3.5. Chair: TGu is doing emergence service. This presentation is informative to 802.21 WG.

15. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 6 (21-06-0800-03-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
15.1. Resolution of the Comment #2141 - #2152. Deferred comments were noted by Chair.

15.2. Break from 3:10PM to 3:40PM
15.3. Resolution of the Comment #2153- #2182
15.4. Chair conducted vote on Comment #2182. The comment was rejected (6:6).
15.5. Resolution of the Comment #2183 - #2206
15.6. The WG would meet at 9:00PM to continue to resolve the comments on Section 8.

15.7. Recess from 6:28PM to 9:08PM for social event
16. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 8 and Annex (21-06-0800-04-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
16.1. Resolution of the Comments on Section 8 and Annex followed.  Deferred comments were noted by Chair.

16.2. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

17. Recess at 11:03PM

17.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 8:00AM

Fourth Day Meetings: Reunion C; Thursday, November 16th, 2006
18. Meeting Called to Order by Vivek Gupta at 8:15AM
18.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-06-0815-01-0000-Session17_Dallas_Agenda.doc)

18.1.1. Chair: Any changes of the agenda? Floor: none.
18.1.1.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.
18.2. IEEE 802.21 WG PAR Issues

18.2.1. Chair: The current PAR was approved in Nov 03. This PAR is valid for 4 years and will expire in Nov 07. We need to get a PAR extension. In the next meetings, 802.21WG would like to take a look at this issue and apply for a PAR extension. After the approval of the extended PAR, we would take it to EC. Now we have about 6 months. 

18.2.2. Q: What if the motion of PAR extension fails? Chair: A Working Group can have multiple PARs. This is for the extension of the current PAR. A Working Group has 6 years period.

18.3. Chair: Before Comment & Resolution, is there any contribution that has not been discussed at all? Floor: none.

19. Resolution of the Deferred Comments (21-06-0800-04-0000-LB_1a_Comments.USR)
19.1. Resolution of all the deferred comments in LB#1a
19.2. Chair updated the commentary file taking the resolution of the comments.
19.3. All the LB#1a comments have been resolved.
20. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)
20.1. 802.21 WG Closing Report (21-06-0746-00-0000-Closing_Report.ppt, by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG) 

20.1.1. Chair presented the timeline and the plans. 
20.1.2. Discussions on the motion: the 802 WG to treat the January 2007 IEEE interim meeting as a regular plenary meeting and conduct all the business as normal
20.1.2.1. Scott: It violates the 802 P&P.

20.1.2.2. Comment: 802 P&P requires the quorum in interim meetings. But other WGs treat all the meetings in the same way. 

20.1.2.3. Comment: Support the intent of this motion, but the wording should be changed to follow 802 P&P.

20.1.2.4. Lester: The motion should read ‘802.21WG’, instead of ‘802 WG’.
20.1.2.5. Chair: We’ll come back after lunch.
20.1.3. MOTION: Motion the 802.21WG to hold an ad hoc meeting if required in February 2007
20.1.3.1. Moved by: 

Scott Henderson

20.1.3.2. Seconded by: 
Steve Crowley

20.1.3.3. Discussions

20.1.3.3.1. Peretz: Such meetings are meaningful and useful. Have concerns that the number of the participants may be small in an Ad Hoc. 

20.1.3.3.2. Chair: It is up to the WG to decide how to make progress. 
20.1.3.4. Yes: 
14

20.1.3.5. No:   
2

20.1.3.6. Abstain: 
6

20.1.3.7. Result: Motion passes

20.1.4. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to direct the WG Editor to produce an updated 802.21 draft based on all comments resolved as part of LB-1a (as described in Commentary file 21-06-0800-05-0000-_LB1a_Master_File.usr) and post it to the 802.21 web site
20.1.4.1. Moved by: 

Peretz Feder
20.1.4.2. Seconded by: 
Ulises Olvera
20.1.4.3. Discussions on the motion
20.1.4.3.1. Srini: People should see the actual document that people are voting on. 

20.1.4.3.2. Chair uploaded the master commentary file to the 802.21 website and showed to the floor. 

20.1.4.4. Yes: 
23

20.1.4.5. No: 
0

20.1.4.6. Abstain: 
0

20.1.4.7. Result: Motion passes

20.1.5. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize a LB recirculation vote on updated draft D3.0

20.1.5.1. Moved by: 

Srinivas Sreemanthula
20.1.5.2. Seconded by: 
Peretz Feder
20.1.5.3. Chair: Any questions on this? Floor: none

20.1.5.4. Yes: 
20

20.1.5.5. No: 
0

20.1.5.6. Abstain: 
0

20.1.5.7. Result: Motion passes.

20.2. Break for lunch from 12:27PM to 1:40PM

20.3. Subir Das updated the activities in 3GPP related to 802.21WG. 

20.4. Chair updated the 802.21 status in industries 
20.4.1. Wi-Fi Alliance started thinking MIH functions.
20.4.2. FMCA is active in MIH.
20.5. 802.11 Liaison Report (by David Hunter)
20.5.1. Q: How about the Pre-authentication in TGr? A: It was not accepted.

20.6. Proposal for IEEE 802.21 SG on Security Signaling Optimization (21-06-0727-01-0000-Security_StudyGroup_proposal.ppt, by Yoshihiro Ohba)

20.6.1. Comment: Slide 3, not clear what problems you would address. What does the bullet 3 mean? Response: It is explained in the use cases. 
20.6.2. Comment that the boundary of the keys across entities should be considered. 
20.6.3. Comment: HOKEY WG was established because we clearly understand what to do and when it can be done. The .21 WG should take a look at their requirements before moving on with a Study Group progress.
20.6.4. Comment that we need concrete definitions of the problems.

20.6.5. Comment that it is challenging to work between IEEE and IETF. 

20.6.6. Q: The purpose of a SG is to create a PAR. Should the PAR be part of .21? Subir: Yes. Vivek: We need the approval of WG to establish a SG. The process to create the PAR and Five Criteria is independent of the SG process. Regarding SG, first we need to understand the problems. 

20.6.7. Comment: Slide 6, the statement regarding the L2 security needs, every 802 WG has his own way to define L2 security. We should not break their architectures.

20.6.8. Comment: Slide 6, bullet 2, HOKEY has just started. Is there any other protocol in your mind? Response: PANA protocol is an example and may carry handover between authenticators. 

20.6.9. Comment: If PANA is there, why do we need 802.21? We need to understand how these protocols would work together. Response: Use case 1 addresses part of this problem. 
20.6.10. Comment: Still need to understand the use case 1. The name of the ‘authenticator’ is confusing since it looks like .1x authenticator but with different functions.
20.6.11. Comment: Slide 6, the 3rd bullet, .16e is almost done. It is hard to have any joint meetings with .16e. Ronny: .16m may be the potential candidate. In .16 WG, there is no such TG that is considering these things.
20.6.12. Comment: HOKEY does not have any protocol yet. It is not the right time to define primitives for HOKEY now. 
20.6.13. Q: Do you consider other L3 protocols? A: Not quite sure of the architecture and solution yet. Further discussion is needed. 
20.6.14. Comment: Disagree with the use case 2. A line between AAA Domain 1 & 2 should be added for the MN to access AAA server. 

20.6.15. Comment: Slide 12, wimax – wimax case is handled by WiMax group. We can not handle that here.
20.6.16. Chair: We‘d like to get the feedbacks from the other WGs. The suggestion to the proposers is that we can arrange joint meetings or get slots in .11/.16 groups to get the feelings of these groups, and then go forward. We’d better not do something hanging over IEEE 802.
20.6.17. Comment: We need to narrow down the problems before we go to .11 and .16 groups.
20.6.18. Subir: We can discuss more with .11/.16 people. We may have broader scope instead of handling specific issues.
20.6.19. Chair: In order to make a PAR, you may not necessarily need a SG. 
20.6.20. Comment: Concerns of the expertises regarding security in this WG. You’d better go outside and approach security experts and organization and come up with a clear vision before we officially establish a SG. 
20.6.21. Comment: .11 has the WNG process. Somebody can present the ideas freely. We may practice like that.
20.6.22. Comment: .11 has the formal and informal process. .21 can go to WNG to present this idea in a more formal way. Comment: You may go to .16 as well. To be successful, it is more important to get supports from external groups like .11, .16 and other security organizations than from .21WG.
20.6.23. Subir: We have presented this proposal for three times in this WG. We need the support of .21 WG to be treated more formally.
20.6.24. Comment: We really need to get the support of .11/.16 groups. In order to get approval of a SG, we need EC level approval.
20.7. Break from 3:30PM to 4:00 PM
20.8. IETF Liaison Report (by Yoshihiro Ohba)

20.8.1. MIPSHOP WG created a design team to work out the higher layer transport for MIH.

20.8.2. DHC WG commented on the MIIS service discovery draft. 

20.8.3. HOKEY WG was established.
20.8.4. Chair: How was the progress in MIPSHOP? Yoshi: Stefano is still responsible for this WG. Problem statements might be approved. 
20.9. IEEE 802.16 Liaison Report (21-06-0830-00-0000,  by Peretz Feder)
20.9.1. 802.16m – Next Generation Air Interface

20.9.2. 802.16j – 156 proposals yielded by Call for Proposal
20.9.3. 802.16g – Draft 802.16g/D5 and Sponsor Ballot conditional approval motion.
20.9.4. 802.16h – License Exempt
20.9.5. Discussion on the .16g amendments followed.
20.10. Teleconferences Announcement
20.10.1. Dec 05, 2006, 9-11 AM EDT (Joint with TGu)

20.10.2. Dec 14, 2006 9-11 AM EDT (Michael Williams)

20.10.3. Dec 19, 2006, 9-11 PM, EDT (Guo Junxiang)

20.10.4. Jan 09, 2007, 9-11 PM, EDT (Ronny Kim)

20.11. Future Sessions  

20.11.1. Interim: Jan 14th – 19th, 2007 London, UK,
20.11.1.1. Meeting co-located with all 802 groups

20.11.2. Plenary: March 11th– 16th, 2007, Orlando Florida

20.11.2.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

20.11.3. Interim: May 13th – 18th, 2007 Montreal, Canada

20.11.3.1. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

20.11.4. Plenary: July 15th – 20th, 2007 San Francisco
20.11.4.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

20.12. New or Unfinished Business 

20.12.1. None
20.13. Chair adjourned the meetings at 4:45PM

21. Adjourn until January 2007 Interim in London, UK
22. Attendees

22.1. Notes: (1) the attendance percentage is computed based on 14, the total number of sessions; attendance for Wednesday night session and tutorials on Monday and Tuesday obtains extra credits. Maximum percentage is 100%. (2) The number of meetings attended is the maximum number of the manual or electronic attendance for each participant. 
Name


Meetings Attended      % Presence 
Credit of this Session
David 
Famolari

9


64%


0
Peretz Feder


12


86%


1
Chris Fitzgerald

14


100%


1
Nada Golmie


15


100%


1
Vivek Gupta


17


100%


1

G.S. Henderson

15


100%


1

Cheng Hong


13


93%


1
Toyoyuki Kato

15


100%


1
Jeffrey Keating

14


100%


1
Benjamin Koh

15


100%


1
Xiaoyu Liu


15


100%


1

Yoshihiro Ohba

15


100%


1

Soohong Park

15


100%


1
Reijo Salminen

13


93%


1
Stewart A Skomra

14


100%


1
Michael Williams

11


79%


1

Subir Das


16


100%


1

Necati Canpoloat

14


100%


1
Lester Eastwood

14


100%


1
Juan Carlos Zuniga

11


79%


1
Eunah Kim


14


100%


1
Qiaobing Xie


14


100%


1

Ulises Olvera


14


100%


1
Srinivas Sreemanthula
13


93%


1
Taniuchi Kenichi

17


100%


1
Michael Grigat

15


100%


1
Albert Vidal


14


100%


1
Johnny Shepherd

12


86%


1
Junxiang Guo

14


100%


1
Robert Glassford

15


100%


1
Chanwah NG

14


100%


1
Angelo Centonza

12


86%


1
Hossam Afifi


8


57%


0
Lucian Suciu


15


100%


1
Marc Meylemans

13


93%


1
Behcet Sarikaya

14


100%


1
Y. Allice Cheng

14


100%


1
Simon Barber 

11


79%


1
Upkar Dhaliwal

1


7%


0

Lars Falk


4


29%


0
Myron Hattig


9


64%


0
Gregory Henderson

8


57%


0
Michael Livshitz

1


7%


0
Emily Qi


10


71%


0
Ajay Rajkumar

3


21%


0

Meiyuan Zhao

1


7%


0
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