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First Day Meetings: Regency IV; Monday, January 17, 2005
1. Meeting Opening
1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 2:15PM

1.2. Five new faces in Monterey #6 session

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #6 Opening Notes (21-05-0210-00-0000-session6_opening_notes.ppt)

1.3.1. Introduction and Network Info
1.3.1.1. External website: http://www.ieee802.org/21
1.3.1.2. Meeting website: http://10.0.1.21 

1.3.1.3. Alternate website name: http://handover/
1.3.1.4. No question
1.3.2. Attendance presented
1.3.2.1. Q: Can we obtain membership of .16/20 by attending .21 meeting? A: Can not gain membership. Cross attendance can only maintain membership.

1.3.2.2. Q: Send email to inform vice-chair of which WG, .21 or .16? A: Only to the group where you are a voting member. 
1.3.3. IEEE 802 rules of order presented – No response
1.3.4. Robert’s rules presented – No response
1.3.5. Registration and media recording policy presented – No response 

1.3.6. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response
1.3.7. Patent policy slides presented – No response
1.3.8. Ajay: Anyone who wants to issue Letter of Assurance to the Chair? Floor: No response. Ajay: No LoA in this session

1.3.9. Slide on discussions which are inappropriate also presented
1.3.10. Copyright was presented – No response
1.3.11. IEEE Bylaw Changes were presented – No response
1.3.12. All presenters of proposals are encouraged to submit Letter of Assurance (LoA) to the Chair. Format of the letter can be obtained from the WG Vice-Chair. (21-04-0175-00-0000-IEEE-2002-loa.pdf)
1.3.12.1. Q: Discuss anything of the contents of the LoA? A: Details are in the LoA.
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1.3.13. Aims for the session

1.3.13.1. Continued contributions and more details towards CFP

1.3.13.2. Presentation of updated proposals – 12 updated proposals

1.3.13.2.1. Q: The proposal which is not updated would be eliminated from harmonization? A: yes.

1.3.13.3. Report from the evaluation criteria Ad Hoc

1.3.13.4. Discussion on Evaluation Criteria, harmonization process and down-selection process

1.3.13.5. Liaison update

1.4. Agenda (21-05-0207-00-0000-Jan2005Agenda.doc)
1.4.1. Q: Quick discussion of document control number since there are many documents now? A: yes.

1.4.2. Comment: Add an agenda item to discuss work plan for IETF MOBOPTS? Response: ok. Put it on Wednesday agenda.

1.4.3. Vivek 1st, David Hunter 2nd, moved to approve the agenda

1.4.3.1. Approved with unanimous consent

1.5. Approval of November Plenary Meeting Minutes

1.5.1. Subir 1st , David Hunter 2nd , moved to approve the meeting minutes

1.5.1.1. Approved with unanimous consent

1.6. Approval of Teleconference Meeting Minutes

1.6.1. Approved with unanimous consent

2. Update on Evaluation Criteria Teleconferences
2.1.  Evaluation Ad Hoc Group Updates (21-05-0214-0000-Evaluation_adHoc_Group_Update.ppt, Presented by Nada Golmie, NIST)

2.1.1. Two documents were developed in the evaluation Ad Hoc Group: DCN #21-04-0199 & #21-04-0200

2.1.2. Teleconference was scheduled on Nov. 30, Dec.7, Jan.5, and Jan.11

2.1.3. Q: slide 5, simulation needs to set up the model. How to do the simulation? A: That’s the intent of the usage model. Comment: About the simulation tools, one idea is OPNET, but we do not yet discuss the license agreement. Another is NS-2 software, but we need to give demos and see how it works. Comment: Simulation is related to usage model. 

2.1.4. Comment: Choice of tools is important. Discussion on usage is more important. How to simulate depends on implementation. 
2.1.5. Ajay: In Ad Hoc, general feeling is that we may not want to go into simulations. Some opinions are e.g., if we are suggesting specific MAC changes to .16, we need simulations for specific proposals. The question is to the whole group now. Two methods for evaluation: analysis and simulations. Which one do we think of, if any? 
2.1.6. Comment: It is difficult to convince external SDOs to adopt our spec without simulations or experiments. We have to prove what we are proposing and that .21 really works.
2.1.7. Comment: It may take many months to do simulations. Response: We can use some .16/.11 modules for simulation although choice of tool should not be dictated here.  The question is that whether or not we need simulation analysis. 
2.1.8. Nada: The questions are: 1. should we do performance analysis? 2. if we decide ‘yes’, then how? There are many methods to do that, e.g., simulations, platforms, etc. Slide 5 just shows some ideas of ‘how’. 
2.1.9. Comment: Simulation is not the real thing. We have to be very careful to use it for down-selection. Simulation is a good idea, but we should be careful because it is not real.  

2.1.10. Comment: Given the difficulty of doing simulation or implementation, it is difficult to have consistent results across the proposals. From the perspective of down-selection, we may do so some time later on when we have a more complete definition of our systems and understand more. 

2.1.11. Comment: Part of the handover relies on Info Services and some sorts of service engines which may be out of the scope. Do not know how to do simulation for these parts. 

2.1.12. Comment: Acceptance of our proposal in other SDO such as PP/PP2 is separate from the down-selection process. These two issues are for different purposes.

2.1.13. Comment: Call flow diagram is more important. Some proposals may not work in call flow level. Response: We already have call flow templates in the evaluation document.

2.1.14. Comment: Do not see that simulation is the right way to down-selection. .21 is different from the MAC/PHY WG and other standard like GSM, etc. We should not evaluate proposals only by performances.
2.1.15. Nada: Let’s resume the discussion in the next presentation. Stop here and go to evaluation guideline. 
3. Break till 4:05PM

4. Proposal Presentations

4.1. Proposal #1, 21-04-0165-03-0000-Telcordia_Toshiba_Proposal.pdf, Presented by Subir Das, Telcordia
4.1.1. MPA prototype and demonstration were presented.
4.1.2. Q: The process in the demo is a kind of make-before-break? A: Basically yes. Let’s understand that secure process takes most of the handover time. Comment: You did more than security, trying to reduce binding-update latency as well. 
4.1.3. Q: how much is the handover latency? A: Depend on specific interfaces that is used, and whether it is proactive or not. Not focusing on L2 delay here.
4.1.4. Q: how do you simulate the motion? A: Have different buildings in the location of AP, physically move from one AP to another AP. Lots of other things you can do. Just give a feeling how the optimization looks like. Comment: The motion pattern and other factors would impact on the performances.
4.1.5. Q: How many information service and event service type messages are used in your demo?  How much .21 type info is used? A: Only show MPA, the primitives we defined, and pre-authentication, etc. MPA related info is used.

4.1.6. Q: What are the additional L2 messages used here, as well as higher layer message?? A: When we start, link availability indication is used. In a real-system, we assume MIH has link availability info.

4.1.7. Comment: Currently existing lower layer primitives, e.g. scan, link up/down, are sufficient to develop this result. We expect more L2 support to shorten the delay, i.e., more optimization.
4.1.8. Q: slide 36, ‘link_id’ and lifetime of this registration are useful in remote case? A: These are local triggers, not remote cases. Remote trigger cases are shown in slide 39. Comment: To create ‘link_id’ is useful.

4.1.9. Q: slide 42, MIH selects network A. What is based on to detect and select the network, and execute the handover? A: Intelligence in higher layer. All the necessary information for handover should be provided. 
4.1.10. Comment: slide 48, some primitives require measurement, but STA can not scan all the time. Response: Would investigate more in this issue.
4.1.11. Q: slide 36, last primitive.  Are you suggesting learning availability of link A from link B? Why do you have ‘link_id’ in parameters? A: ‘link_id’ is for multiple interfaces. Comment: Depend on how you define ‘link’. ‘link’ is not just interface. In this case, ‘link’ = interface + AP BSSID. Comment: Need to define the ‘link’ clearly.

4.1.12. Q: Binding update is to ‘SIP’ or ‘MIP’ home agent? A: SIP binding update.
4.1.13. Q: slide 18, what is the report to L2 handoff, in the lower part? A: slide 22 explains.  
4.1.14. Q: L3 complete means everybody accept the new AR? A: yes.
4.1.15. Q: slide 43, information_request() comes from higher layer. What is an example of higher layer? A: AR, proxy, etc. Q: Do we need to standardize the interface between MIH and policy function? A: yes. You need to get that info and .21 needs to exchange that info.
5. Evaluation Criteria Presentations

5.1. IEEE 802.21 Down Selection Process (21-04-0215-00-0000-Down_Selection_Process.ppt, Presented by Nada Golmie, NIST) 

5.1.1. Q: What happens after phase II? A: It is basically a WG draft phase. No longer down-selection. Develop further, review and ballot. Comment, add, modify and improve the draft. 
5.1.2. Ajay: We should discuss this issue further in tomorrow session, as well as any proposal, idea, etc.

5.1.3. Q: slide 7, elaborate the component granularity? A: Discuss it in the scope matrix presentation. Comment: After matrix discussion, go back to this slide. 
5.2. Evaluation Checklist (21-04-0199-01-0000-Eval_Checklist_Template.ppt, Presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel) 

5.2.1. Q: Is it different from CPF? A: There are not many changes.
5.2.2. Q: slide 1, who ‘identifies’ normative and informative sections? A: The presenter himself. 
5.2.3. Comment: Group should make decision what is in scope and what out of scope. Response: This is another opinion.
5.2.4. Q: What does ‘appendix’ mean? A: Basically informative.

5.2.5. Comment: Let’s have a session in this meeting to discuss what is in scope and what not. Ajay: Yes, let’s decide as a group.
5.3. Scope Matrix (21-04-216-00-0000-cc.ppt, Alan Carlton, Interdigital) 

5.3.1. Comment:  Clearly state ‘core elements, mandatory’, ‘other elements, optional’. Alan: ok. 
5.3.2. Comment: slide 1, ‘address/not addressed’ might be misleading to proposals and voters. Comment: People would not vote based on those matrix entries.  
5.3.3. Comment: For each of the core elements, list amendments for different technologies. Response: That’s in the checklists.
5.3.4. Comment: Proposals clarify the required changes for .11/.16/PP/PP2 so that we can submit such requirements to other groups. Response: Call Flows show how you support these scenarios and what you need. 

5.3.5. Comment: In the core elements, give what are the impacts on other technologies. Comment: Make it more explicit.
5.3.6. Ajay: There are many comments and problems. Let’s come back and continue tomorrow morning.
6. Recess until tomorrow 8:00AM 

6.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM
7. Attendees

7.1. Attendees (1 or 2 credits towards voting rights today)
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