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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Hilton Waikoloa, Big Island, HI, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Kohala 1; Monday, January 16, 2006
1. Meeting Opening

1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG at 1:50PM.
1.2. Chair: How many attend IEEE 802.21 meetings for the first time? Floor: 3. 
1.3. Chair introduced the WG and the network information for the documents. 

1.3.1. External website: http://www.ieee802.org/21
1.3.2. Meeting website: http://172.16.1.21
1.3.3. Alternate website: http://handover/
1.3.4. No question.

1.4. Meeting Agenda (21-06-0462-01-0000-session12_agenda.doc) 

1.4.1. Phillip: Request a slot to discuss the feedbacks from 802.16g. Some sections of the proposal to 802.16g were not accepted and may need changes. Chair: The discussion would be scheduled on Tuesday morning 10:30AM. “802.16 NETMAN update on .21 changes to .16g draft.”
1.4.2. Srinivas/Subir: Discuss the internet drafts to IETF in addition to the requirements. Chair: ok. 
1.4.3. Chair: any modification to the agenda? Floor: none.

1.4.4. Chair: any objection to approve the agenda? Floor: none. 

1.4.4.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.5. IEEE 802.21 Session #12 Opening Notes (21-06-0463-00-0000-WGsession12_opening_notes.ppt)

1.5.1. Attendance and voting membership were presented.

1.5.2. IEEE 802 rules of order presented – No response

1.5.3. Robert’s rules presented – No response

1.5.4. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented

1.5.5. Registration and media recording policy presented

1.5.6. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response

1.5.7. IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented – No response

1.5.8. 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 not enforce 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 Bylaws on

Patents in Standards

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board – March 2003 (Revised December 2004)
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings

• Don’t discuss 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.org or 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 December 2004)


1.5.9. Copyright and IEEE Bylaw Changes were presented. 

1.5.10. The slide on Letter of Assurance (LoA) was presented
1.5.10.1. Chair: Any LoA submitted to the Chair? Floor: None. 

1.5.11. Aims for the session presented
1.5.11.1. Review the draft specifications: P802-21-D00-04.

1.5.11.2. Comment resolution

1.5.11.3. Discussion on steps for IS

1.5.11.4. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.6. Approval of November Plenary Meeting Minutes (21-05-0451-00-0000/21-05-0452-00-0000/21-05-0453-00-0000/ 21-05-0454-01-0000)

1.6.1. Chair: Any discussions on the November plenary meeting minutes? Floor: none

1.6.2. Chair: Any objections to approve the meeting minutes? Floor: none

1.6.2.1. Approved with unanimous consent

2. Editor’s Report
2.1. Editor’s Report (21-06-0504-00-0000-Editor_Report.ppt, reported by Vivek Gupta, Technical Editor of IEEE 802.21WG)

2.1.1. Vivek reported the updates on the draft. 

2.1.2. Chair: Some feedbacks that it is difficult to use the commentary tools. It is highly possible that we will use the tools for Letter Ballot. Vivek: Some people do not follow up the drafts and are not familiar with the commentary tools. Chair: In Letter Ballot stage, we may use this tool.
2.1.3. Comment: Find some place and give some guidance information on how to use the commentary tools. Chair: A tutorial was presented in Nov. meetings.
2.1.4. Vivek presented the To-Do-List (21-06-0330-04-0000-To-Do-List.xls). 
2.1.5. Vivek suggested an internal letter ballot to improve the progress of the WG balloting.  
2.1.6. Q: What are the differences between WG ballot and internal letter ballot? Vivek: Internal letter ballot has the same procedure as WG ballot but with compressed steps. 
2.1.7. Comment: We may accumulate the comments by Call for Comments until 75% approval is reached. 
2.1.8. Chair: .21 adopts consensus building. The purpose of the internal letter ballot is to get the feelings of the group. Any participant in .21 can submit comments regardless of the voting membership. The internal letter ballot is not restricted to voting members, which is different from the WG ballot. 
2.1.9. Q: What is the timeline for WG letter ballot? Chair: After March meetings; probably at the end of March.
2.1.10. Discussions on the ballot process followed
2.2. Straw Poll: Conduct an internal ballot in 802.21WG on the draft produced at the end of January 2006 meeting (YES:13; NO:0;)
2.3. Break from 3:00PM to 3:15PM.
3. 802.11 Requirements Update
3.1. Requirements and Suggested Amendments for IEEE 802.11 (21-05-0350-09-0000-Req_Amendments_802_11.doc, presented by Vivek Gupta, Intel)
3.1.1. Vivek presented the 802.11 requirements and suggested amendments.

3.1.2. Chair: 802.21 would send a liaison to 802.11 WG. Several TGs may be interested in these requirements. 

3.1.3. Q: Is this document a solution sent to 802.11? A: Contents in Section 2 are the requirements sent to 802.11. 

3.1.4. Comment: Do not have problem of this requirement document.

3.1.5. Comment: The requirements should mention what feature is mandatory and what feature is optional. Response: In these requirements, we do not have optional features yet. 
3.1.6. Comment: Considering the cost of chipset, if people get some guidance of mandatory and optional features, they may have some low-cost solutions with the basic set of features. Response: We do not want to handicap .21 in a solution and say it is still .21 compliant. Not seeing any proposal which is part of 802.21 standard is optional or mandatory. 
3.1.7. Discussions followed. Vivek updated the document based on the comments.
3.1.8. Chair: Let’s agree on these requirements and talk to 802.11 with this document. 
3.1.9. Chair: Will bring a motion to send these requirements to 802.11WG later this week. Editorial changes could be submitted to the WG Editor. 
4. IS Requirements Update
4.1. IETF Involvement on Higher layer Information Service (21-06-0408-03-0000-IETFInvolvment.ppt, presented by Subir Das, Telcordia) 

4.1.1. Subir presented the options for the IETF involvement on information service and introduced the background of this work item.
4.1.2. Q: Option 3c, second row of the figure, who will define the MIH header? A: Will create a document and address that issue in the draft submitted to IETF.
4.1.3. Discussions on the process for the collaboration between IETF and IEEE and the impact of the requirements on the process followed.
4.1.4. Comment: Option 3c is motivated by the security header of IETF. Response: These requirements should be purely based on our requirements, not from the perspective of IETF. Comment: The security header of IETF is for secure transport purpose. 
4.1.5. Comment: Need to understand the security implications, i.e., whether IETF would modify the MIH function. If not, we do not need to carry that info in MIH header. 
4.1.6. Comment: If we are not sure whether IETF will request some info in the header e.g. security, we may need some flexibility for such extension.
4.2. Chair announced the Ad Hoc for ES/CS Registration (6:00PM to 7:30PM).

4.3. IETF Drafts related to IEEE 802.21 (21-06-0506-01-0000-MIH-IETF-Work.ppt, presented by Srinivas Sreemanthula, Nokia)
4.3.1. Comment: ES/CS requirement is not mature enough in .21. 
4.3.2. Srinivas: The presentation is an introduction to the history of the related discussions in IETF, instead of proposing any new work items here.
4.3.3. Chair: This presentation is for informational purpose only. 
4.4. IS Requirements Draft to IETF (21-06-0348-04-annex-0000-HigherLayer-IS-Requirements.ppt, presented by Subir Das, Telcordia)

4.5. Straw Poll: How many are in favor of the Ad Hoc on 6:30PM-7:30PM on Monday? (YES: 2); 7:00AM – 8:00AM on Tuesday? (YES: 9)

4.6. Chair: Ad Hoc for ES/CS schedule is changed to Tuesday morning 7:00AM-8:00AM. 
5. Recess at 6:15PM 

5.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM
5.2. Ad Hoc for ES/CS Registration on Tuesday Morning 7:00AM-8:00AM
Second Day Meetings: Kohala 1; Tuesday, January 17, 2006

6. Agenda Update

6.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:40AM

6.2. Chair updated the agenda (21-06-0462-02-0000-session12_agenda.doc) 

6.2.1. No objection to the changed agenda.

7. Comment & Resolution (21-06-0496-02-0000-D00_04_Master_File.USR)
7.1. Comment #1 - #19 resolved
7.2. Comment #20

7.2.1. Ulises presented the related contribution: 21-06-0493-01-0000-Threshold_Parameters_Survey.ppt
7.2.2. Discussions followed.

7.2.3. Chair: Work more on this issue. 

7.2.4. Decision of the Group: Deferred.
7.3. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file. .
8. Presentation

8.1. Feedbacks of the submissions to 802.16g:  C802.16g-05/054 and 80216g-05_012r3.USR (Phillip Barber, Chair of IEEE 802.16g NetMan)

8.1.1. Phillip presented the conclusions and feedbacks of 802.16g on the suggested amendments by 802.21 to the baseline document (80216g-05_008r2.pdf). 
8.1.2. Comment by Michael and Ajay: The list of IEs (14.2.10.6) is not mandatory to be carried over .16. Only the requirements go through the liaison process. Phillip: Ok. The IEs would not be accepted.
8.1.3. Comment: IS should be transparent to 802.16. However, if it requires some special treatment, how to do that? Response: There are mechanisms in .16 to do so. For example, we have prioritized CIDs. We may even create an MIH CID, etc. 

8.1.4. Q: Is there any understanding that some information exchange may take place before secured association is established? A: This need to be noted, i.e., at which stage the information exchange happens. 

8.1.5. Phillip: 802.21 should provide TLV to 802.16.

8.1.6. Phillip: The primitives would be re-formatted. These changes would be reflected in the next version of the baseline document.

8.1.7. General discussions on the transport followed.
8.2. Recess for Lunch from 12:10PM to 1:15PM
8.3. Analysis on Identifiers (21-06-0469-00-0000-Identifiers.ppt, presented by Yoshihiro Ohba, Toshiba)

8.3.1. General discussions on MIH identifiers followed.

8.3.2. Chair summarized the discussions: The group agreed that unique ID is required. However, how to generate the ID needs further discussions. 
8.4. Performance Measurements for Link Going Down Trigger (21-05-0419-00-0000-Measures_for_Link_Going_Down.ppt, presented by Nada Golmie, NIST)

8.4.1. General discussions followed. 

8.5. Break from 3:20PM to 3:35PM

9. Comment & Resolution (21-06-0496-02-0000-D00_04_Master_File.USR)
9.1. Comment #21 - #37 resolved
9.2. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file. .
10. Recess at 6:15PM 

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

10.2. Ad Hoc for ES/CS registration 7:00AM-8:00AM
Third Day Meetings: Kohala 1; Wednesday, January 18, 2006

11. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:30AM

11.1. Agenda Update (21-06-0462-02-0000-session12_agenda.doc)

11.1.1. No changes to the agenda.

12. Proposal Presentations

12.1. XML/TLV Integration (21-06-0407-04-0000-XML-TLV-Integration.ppt, presented by Kenichi Taniuchi, Toshiba)

12.1.1. Kenichi presented the two methods for converting XML 1.0 data to TLV format.
12.1.2. Michael: Concerns that IETF may not like the IS packet formats defined by IEEE. 

12.1.3. Ajay: Questions raised earlier on XML/TLV efficiencies and the conversions. Continue on this work and find more advantages of XML in query/response. 

12.1.4. Comment: We may need to discuss whether the group would like to support more than one format. 

12.1.5. Discussions followed.
12.2. ES/CS Ad-hoc Discussions (21-06-0507-00-0000-ES-CS-Adhoc-Rep.ppt, presented by Srinivas, Nokia)

12.2.1. The key points of ES/CS Ad Hoc were presented.
13. Comment Resolution (21-06-0496-02-0000-D00_04_Master_File.USR)

13.1. Comment #38 - #48 resolved
13.2. Break from 10:30AM to 10:50AM

13.3. Comment #49 - #55 resolved
13.4. Recess for lunch from 12:00PM – 1:25PM
13.5. Comment #56 - #70 resolved
13.6. Break from 3:35PM to 4:00PM
13.7. Comment #71- #79 resolved

13.8. Chair updated the master commentary file taking the resolutions of the comments.
14. Recess at 6:20PM

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

Fourth Day Meetings: Kohala 1; Thursday, January 19, 2006

15. Meeting Called to Order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:25AM

16. Comment Resolution (21-06-0496-02-0000-D00_04_Master_File.USR)

16.1. Comment #80 - #83 resolved
16.2. Break from 10:10AM to 10:35AM

16.3. Comment #84 - #91 resolved
16.4. Comment #92

16.4.1. General discussions on the information query.

16.4.2. Comment: The notion of putting contexts such as STA location information in the query is useful. 

16.4.3. Comment: Location information may be one of the conditions if we use schema query.

16.4.4. Comment: To get neighbor information, the information of STA is necessary to be sent via query.

16.4.5. Comment: The information is useful, but how to include such info needs further discussion. For example, the location information can be part of the query parameters.

16.4.6. Comment: Some formats of query might be frequently used. For example, location is a very frequent way for query. 

16.4.7. Comment: The notion is useful and people would like to see the location information in the query. But where to put the info needs further discussion. 

16.4.8. Resolution of the Group: Resubmit. And 1) LocationInfo could be used as an Optional parameter. 2) It needs to be worked whether it would be a separate parameter or be placed within an existing parameter.

16.5. Comment #93 resolved
16.6. Recess for Lunch at 12:05PM.
16.7. Meeting called to order at 13:05PM
16.8. Comment #94 - #97 resolved

16.9. Comment #98- #107 resolved

16.10. Comment #108
16.10.1. Xiaoyu presented the considerations of neighbor information (21-06-0489-01-0000-MIH_Neighbor_Information.ppt). 

16.11. Discussions on 21-06-0492-03-0000 and resolution of the deferred Comment #64

16.12. Resolution of the deferred Comment #15

16.13. Chair updated the commentary file taking the resolution of the comments 
17. Presentation

17.1. Phillip Barber presented the proposals from Huawei: Notify high layer events change (21-06-0499-00-0000-Event_Report.ppt); An optimal method to reserve resources in a handover operation (21-06-0498-00-0000-Resource_Reserve.ppt); MIH Power Event (21-05-0456-00-0000-Power_Proposal_802_21.ppt); Amendments for Event Register (21-06-0501-00-0000-Event_Register_Amend.ppt); Network selection (21-06-0500-00-0000-Network_select.doc)

17.1.1. Phillip presented the proposals. Discussions followed.
17.1.2. These proposals would be prepared for commentary file and resubmitted in March plenary meetings.
17.2. Vivek presented the feedbacks from British Telecom - Handover Use Cases and Additional IEs (21-06-0472-00-0000-Handover_Use_Cases_More_IEs.ppt)

17.2.1. Vivek presented some use cases of dynamic information. 

17.2.2. Xiaoyu: Dynamic information requires some mechanisms to update the IS dynamically. The group needs to rethink the IS PUSH model.
17.2.3. Subir: Dynamic info and PUSH model of MIIS are useful. We need to identify the related use cases and related IEs. 
17.2.4. Chair: Dynamic information has been discussed from a number of perspectives. In the next round of the draft, dynamic information could be considered by .21.
18. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

18.1. IEEE 802.11u Presentation at IEEE 802.21 session #12 in Hawaii (21-06-0515-00-0000-ieee-802-11-u-update.ppt, presented by Stephen McCann)

18.1.1. Stephen McCann updated the current status of IEEE 802.11u. 

18.2. 3GPP2 Liaison Report (Stefano Faccin, Nokia)

18.2.1. Stefano: No update on 3GPP2
18.3. IETF Liaison Report (Stefano Faccin, Nokia)

18.3.1. Comment: March is a good timeline to meet IETF. 

18.3.2. Q: Do we send the current draft to IETF? A: We may send the current draft and update it later. Comment: Support this idea. 
18.3.3. Chair: Once liaison is set up, we would send the draft to the WG chairs and make it available to the IETF. 
18.3.4. Stefano: Stress the urgency of this issue.
18.3.5. Chair: IEEE SA directed chair to be aware of the copyright issue. 

18.3.6. Phillip: IEEE has IETF liaison. That is an established channel if .21 does not have its own liaison.  Chair: ok.

18.4. MOTION: Direct the 802.21 Chair to forward the current 802.21 draft to IETF in order to make the draft available according to the IEEE rules to IETF members
18.4.1. Mover: Stefano Faccin
18.4.2. Second: Srinivas Sreemanthula
18.4.3. For: 21

18.4.4. Against: 0

18.4.5. Abstain:  0.
18.5. Chair announced the 802.21 WG Election for WG Chair and Vice-Chair in March meetings. Volunteers may send email to Chair. Chair would post the announcement 8 days before the March meetings.

18.5.1. No question.

18.6. Pre-letter Ballot Comment Resolution Process

18.6.1. The schedule and the timeline of Pre-letter Ballot would be announced in the reflector.

18.6.2. Chair: The teleconferences intend to understand the comments and build consensus. The decision and vote would be made in face-to-face meetings. 

18.6.3. Discussions on the pros and cons of a Pre-letter Ballot followed.
18.6.4. Discussions on the process of the pre-letter ballot comment resolution followed. 

18.6.5. Summary of the process by Chair: 30th D05 available; 10th Feb, deadline for submitting comments; 20th/mon deadline for reply comments submission; two teleconferences would be scheduled to resolve the comments. The exact dates of the teleconferences would be announced in the reflector. Work offline with Subir to schedule the Ad Hoc and the teleconferences for Pre-ballot comment resolution.

18.7. Chair announced that Yoshihiro Ohba was appointed to be the IETF liaison.
18.8. 802.11 Liaison Report (21-06-0513-01-0000-802-11-liaison-January06.ppt, by David Hunter, Panasonic)

18.9. 802.16 Update (21-06-0514-00-0000-802_16_Report_Jan06.ppt, by Ronny Kim, LGE)

18.9.1. Ronny resigned the liaison to .16. The report is an individual observation to .16WG. 

18.10. Ad Hoc Schedule Announcement

18.10.1. All times are from 9:00AM to11:00AM EST

18.10.2. IS Higher Layer Transport Requirements
18.10.3. ES/CS Higher Layer Transport Discussion
18.10.4. Higher Layer IE Discussion

18.10.5. The date would be announced in the reflector.

18.11. Future Sessions  

18.11.1. Plenary: March 5th – 10th, Hyatt Regency

18.11.1.1. Denver at CC Center, CO USA, co-located with all 802 groups
18.11.2. Interim: May 14th – 19th, Hyatt Regency

18.11.2.1. Jacksonville, FL, USA. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22
18.11.3.  Plenary: July 16th- 21st, Manchester Grand Hyatt 
18.11.3.1. San Diego, CA, USA. Meeting co-located with all 802 groups
18.11.4. Interim: September 17th – 22nd,  
18.11.4.1. Melbourne, Victoria, Australia,. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22
18.12. Future Locations Being Considered

18.12.1. May 2007 being considered – 

18.12.1.1. Cancun, Mexico,

18.12.1.2. Montreal Canada,

18.12.1.3. Seattle, Washington or Portland, Oregon

18.12.2. September 2007 – Montreal Canada is being considered
18.13. New or Unfinished Business 

18.13.1. None
18.14. Chair adjourned the meetings at 6:04PM

19. Adjourn until March 2006 Plenary in Denver, CO, USA
20. Attendees

20.1. Attendees for the session:
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