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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

November 16, 2005
Hyatt Regency Vancouver, Vancouver, B.C., CANADA

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Third Day Meetings: Regency F; Wednesday, November 16, 2005

1. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:20AM

1.1. Agenda Update (21-05-0420-01-0000-session11_agenda.doc)

1.1.1. No changes to the agenda.

2. Proposal Presentations

2.1. 802 (21-05-0407-02-0000-XML-TLV-Integration-rev2.ppt, presented by Yoshihiro Ohba and Kenichi Taniuchi, Toshiba)

2.1.1. Yoshihiro: This presentation is informative. 
2.1.2. Kenichi presented the two methods for converting XML 1.0 data to TLV format.
2.1.3. Discussions followed.
3. Agenda Changes
3.1. Chair announced the extension of the morning meeting slot to 12:30PM

3.2. Chair: any objection? Floor: none.

3.2.1. The extension the meeting slot was approved.
4. Comment Resolution (21-05-0428-00-0000-D00-03_Master_File.USR)

4.1. Srinivas’ comment #90 - #91 resolved

4.2. Benjamin’s comment #92
4.2.1. Restriction of the command should be removed.

4.2.2. Vote: All those in favor of removing this restriction on Command Service? (For: 17; Against: 0; Abstain: 3)

4.2.3. Resolution of this comment: Accepted

4.3. Break from 10:00AM to 10:50AM
4.4. Junghoon’s Comment #93
4.4.1. Chair: How many are in favor of removing Service ID from MIH General Packet Header?  (For: 2; Against: 6)

4.4.2. Resolution of this comment: Rejected

4.5. Eunah’s Comment #94 - #101 resolved
4.6. Comment #102 duplicate with Junghoon’s Comment #93. Chair added the name field.
4.7. Chair updated the master commentary file taking the resolutions of the comments.
5. Presentations
5.1. FMCA Discussion Points for IEEE 802.21 (21-05-0405-00-0000-fmca-discussion-points-IEEE802.21.ppt, presented by Rodrigo Donazzolo and Paul Fidler, FMC)
5.1.1. Comment: The documents in www.fmca.org have couple of SIP/UMA based diagrams. Many of these can be satisfied by the solution of 802.21 WG. Talk to the people in FMCA, and to see how .21 WG can meeting the requirement there. About the usage scenarios, we would like to have discussions and make contributions.

5.1.2. Comment: What is the process to submit contributions to FMCA? Chair: From the point of WG, the issues about external SDOs will be dealt with by liaisons. Individuals could make their own contributions, but if the contribution was made by the name of 802.21WG, harmonization should take place in this WG.

5.1.3. Paul: 802.21 does not tell us how and when to handover. FMCA need to cooperate with .21 for these issues. 

5.1.4. Q: 802.21 does not define mobility managements for operators, i.e., lack some blocks in the architecture for deployment. What’s your view on the gap between .21 and FMCA? Paul: We work together to identify what’s missing here and the necessary blocks between .21 and FMCA. Rodrigo: We may have several ways of corporation. We may take feedbacks from operators. Comment: We may need to define our own architecture and transfer the functional entities to the architecture. Chair: Need to take a look at this issue.

5.1.5. Q: Would FMCA provide requirements to .21? What is the entry point for these requirements be taken? Chair: Too pre-mature to talk about this issue now. There is no liaison or requirements yet. 

5.1.6. Chair: Regarding IS IE representation, do operators care what format is used? Paul: They care about the utilization of resources. It depends on which utilize resources better. 

5.1.7. Paul: FMCA PRD would be updated March next year. We would cover TLV/XML, etc.

5.2. Enabling ES/CS at Higher Layer (21-05-0412-00-0000_Enabling_Higher_Layer_ES_CS.ppt, presented by Srinivas Sreemanthula, Nokia)

5.2.1. General discussions followed.

5.3. Recess at 12:45PM

6. IEEE 802.21 and 802.11TGu Joint Session 

6.1. Meeting called to order at 1:40PM by Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG, and Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.11 TGu

6.2. Ajay gave a brief introduction to the background of the joint session
6.3. Issues for TGu/IEEE 802.21 Joint Meeting (11-05-1206-00-000u-joint-meeting-with-ieee-80221.ppt, presented by Stephen McCann, chair of IEEE 802.11 TGu)
6.3.1. Stephen presented the Issues for TGu/IEEE 802.21 Joint Meeting.
6.3.2. Comment: Need to update the requirement document for the requirement ‘D16M2’.
6.4. MIH Requirements to 802.11 (21-05-0446-00-0000-802-11_Requirements.ppt, presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel)
6.4.1. Stephen: Requirement [1.1], does the ‘SAP’ imply a specific SAP solution? Vivek: The first sentence of this requirement just says ‘support MIH service’, not from that perspective. 

6.4.2. Mike: 802.21 has to give specific details for TGu requirements. If you want TGu to do the something, you need to bring specific info to the SAP.  Vivek: In the .21/.16g joint session, we had similar requirements and made an initial attempt to suggest amendments and changes to .16. We might need to give other groups the understanding of .21, but there might be overlapping between requirements and solutions. Stephen: Do we need such details? Mike: Some details might be useful. Concerns that people may not come up with solutions with only the requirements.
6.4.3. Farooq: Requirement [1.1/1.2], any requirement on the efficiency of the transmission over the air, e.g., beacons? What types of solutions might be better? Response: Not sure. Need TGu to work on it.
6.4.4. Vivek: For these requirements, we have a lot of details and suggestions, just not shown here. From our understanding, we have made an attempt. .21 has a separate document. We now basically highlight the requirements only.
6.4.5. Michael: Shall we bring some suggestions by liaison? Stephen: We would like to solicit some suggestions. Mike: Need to have some concrete proposals to TGu. Otherwise, it is hard to discuss.
6.4.6. Stephen: This requirement document could be an attachment to the liaison letter to TGu. We can then respond formally. 
6.4.7. Q: The 802.21 requirements would be added into the 802.11u requirements, or as a separate submission to TGu? Stephen: Whatever .21 gives to TGu should go through the liaison process. 
6.4.8. Mike: TGu classified the requirements into ‘clusters’. Better to provide details to address these requirements. 
6.4.9. Vivek: What happens if no proposal for a certain cluster in TGu? Mike: Cluster groups would decide what to do. Vivek: .21 requirements would be dealt with in the same way as other clusters or in a different way? Mike: Need to make sure .21 has something to do. 
6.4.10. Ajay: Two levels of things to TGu: high level requirements; or solution level with details. As a group, it is confusing. Which view is more correct? Mike: We need two things: high level for requirements; and more detailed things for someone to coming up with proposals. Only high level things do not help. 
6.4.11. Stephen: In order to take requirements from .21, TGu will have an approval process.  These requirements have to be approved by IEEE 802.11 voting members. The approval will not be conducted in the TGu/802.21 joint session.
6.4.12. Vivek: There might be no TGu proposals for these .21 requirements. We should look for a reasonable way to do this work. 
6.4.13. Comment: Suggest defining an interface between TGu and .21. If this interface gets agreement, we can know what to do and where to do.
6.4.14. Eleanor: Two ways: 1) 802.21WG provides a detailed proposal, and 802.11WG gives feedbacks on the proposal; 2) 802.21WG gives TGu general requirements only. 
6.4.15. Vivek: Supposing that 802.21WG goes ahead and submits a proposal to TGu, how does TGu deal with this proposal since TGu may not be familiar with 802.21? 
6.4.16. Mike: One way to deal with this issue is to make 802.21 as one requirement. However, without enough details, the process is not easy for submitting proposals. No objection in TGu to do this work.
6.4.17. Stephen: Suggestion that TGu produces the requirement for 802.21 in a separate cluster; at the same time, through liaison route, 802.21 sent a liaison carrying details to address this requirement cluster. 
6.4.18. Subir: Some 802.21 members have no voting rights in 802.11WG. How to process the down-selection in TGu if there are several proposals for 802.21 cluster? One solution is that the 802.21 proposal has to be supported by TGu members. 
6.4.19. Ajay: If required, .21 may seek for a solution harmonized within in .21, and send it through liaison process to .11. Stephen: Agree.
6.4.20. Summary of above discussions by Stephen (Chair of TGu): 1) In TGu, we add a blanket requirement saying that ‘802.11 specification should support 802.21’ which is similar to the first sentence of the presented requirement [1.1].  That would be a separate TGu cluster. 2) We will expect 802.21 to send a proposal by liaison to 802.11 and forward it to TGu as a solution for addressing the TGu single requirement cluster for 802.21. Any problem in TGu, we will go back to .21.
6.4.21. Vivek: The review process? Stephen: We have a down-selection process. The down selection will be conducted for each of the clusters, not only for other TGu clusters, but also for the 802.21 cluster.
6.4.22. Vivek: Do you expect 802.21 proposals from the liaison or individuals? Stephen: Both.
6.4.23. Ajay: TGu has a single blanket box requirement for 802.21. Because only one single proposal is from 802.21 liaison, there will be no down-selection in TGu? Stephen: No. There might be one proposal from 802.21 liaison, and additional proposals from 802.11 individuals too. Down selection would be between these proposals (802.21 single proposal and additional proposals from .11 individuals).
6.4.24. Some comments on 802.11 TGu down-selection process. Stephen: Do not want to discuss TGu down-selection process in the joint session. Go to TGu meetings for this issue. 
6.4.25. Subir: 802.21 proposal would be put in one cluster. The selected solution would go into 802.11 specs? Stephen: No guarantee that any solution for TGu clusters would be adopted. We have a confirmation vote process. 75% confirmation vote is required for any proposal. That’s .11 WG process.
6.4.26. Q: How detailed we expect the 802.21 proposal to be? Bit level, or high level proposal for TGu to add details? Ajay: My understanding was that .11 might better make that change. But in the discussions, TGu may not want to work that. So 802.21 may propose the changes. 
6.4.27. Q: Does 802.21 think .21 can meet the timeline of TGu? Ajay: yes.
6.4.28. Vivek: The .21 proposal to TGu would be submitted through liaison or individual members? Stephen: Both would work. If a 802.21 member wants to submit a proposal individually, no one can stop that. 
6.4.29. Michael: What happened to the old 802.21 requirements in TGu? Stephen: Staled. In July meetings, when we approved the requirements, 802.21 requirements were removed. 
6.4.30. Comment: Suggest having joint sessions to work on the proposal together.
6.4.31. Q: How to get access to 802.21 draft? Ajay: Draft is in the IEEE 802.21 private area. You may use the 802.11 password to access .21 private area, and vice versa. 
6.4.32. Stephen: We could organize a joint session in Jan to present 802.21 proposal to TGu. We look forward to that.  
6.4.33. Concerns that something in .21 is out of the PAR of TGu. .11 TGu may not address those out of its PAR. Comment that link layer commands may not be in TGu PAR.
6.4.34. Q: Information Service is in the scope? Stephen: Yes. 

6.4.35. Summary of the discussions by Ajay (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG): TGu preference is that 802.21WG develops a single proposal as detailed as possible to address the corresponding requirement ‘cluster’ in TGu, and send the proposal to TGu by liaison. 802.11WG decides to adopt it or not. 
6.5. Stephen forwarded Requirement R5M2 to IEEE 802.21WG
6.6. Requirement R5M2 (11-05-822r5): Define functionality by which APs can provide information which will enable a STA to determine whether or not roaming to a candidate AP would require re-configuration (automatic or manual) of layer 3 networking.

6.7. Joint session was adjourned at 3:30PM

7. IEEE 802.21 Reconvened at 4:30 PM
8. Comment Resolution (21-05-0428-00-0000-D00-03_Master_File.USR)

8.1. Qiaobing’s comment #65 - #79 resolved

8.2. Recess at 6:00PM 
9. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 8:00AM

10. Attendees

10.1. Attendees (1-4 slots today)
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