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Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Editor: Vivek Gupta

Date: Tuesday, Jan 11, 2005, 10:00AM-11:50AM EST
1. Meeting Opening by Nada Golmie
1.1. Roll Call
1.2. Intend to discuss evaluation guidelines document and performance characterization
2. Evaluation Guidelines
2.1. Update on MIH call flow and scope matrix - Alan Carlton
2.1.1. Refer to “80221 Tuesday 0105 CC Input.ppt” sent to the reflector (Alan Carlton).
2.1.2. Vivek’s comments in the mailing list have been resolved.
2.1.3. Comments on Slide 2:

2.1.4. Q: The difference .between 802.3 and 802.x? A: 802.x is anything other than 80.3, e.g. 802.11, 802.16. Separate wireless and wireline capabilities.
2.1.5. Q: The difference between Info Service and Network Discovery? A: There is overlap between these two. Just bring up the brainstorms of ‘other elements’. We can delete the Network Discovery element. 
2.1.6. Q: Special HL support? A: Some other higher layer protocols that special triggers and special elements in a proposal would support. We say mobility proposal such as mobile IP and ‘others’ in Technical Requirements. 
2.1.7. Comment: ‘Other Elements’ depends on what is in scope and what not in scope. For example, security and QoS in a proposal depends on the info that is put in these elements.
2.1.8. Comment: Add some statements that certain elements are mandatory, and others are based on the proposal. Response: Agree.
2.1.9. Comments on Slide 3:
2.1.10. Comment: 802.21 CFP identified work items. What .21 expected is that how these work items help accomplishing the scenarios listed in the columns. However, the columns themselves in slide 3 may be out of the scope of this CFP. If people have already shown their details how to accomplish either STA initiated/Network initiated, or STA controlled/Network controlled, that’s fine. But it may not be appropriate to mandate these scenarios, i.e., a proposal would not be considered as a full proposal just because they can not support some of these scenarios.

2.1.11. Comment: Instead of using the four columns explicitly, collect the four columns into a single column. Response: An example, if a proposal is to promote ‘STA-initiated, STA-controlled’ handover and fill in all column one, it can be viewed as a full proposal. 
2.1.12. Comment: According to voting process, proposals for similar work items would be grouped. Based on so many entries, it is difficult for people to vote. For example, two proposals, one filling in some entries in column 1&2, another filling in some entries in column 2&3, clearly some parts of these two proposals are overlapping and some not. How to vote on these proposals with such a complicated table? Response: Not for voting in mind yet, just for understanding and harmonization in mind. Comment: But eventually, evaluation guidelines will help voting.
2.1.13. Q: Any impact of voting on full proposals and partial proposals? A: From experiences of other WGs, a partial proposal either has to harmonize with full proposals or be particularly voted on. But basically it depends on the WG. Ajay: No immediate consequences to having a partial proposal. The only thing that has been stated is that a partial proposal covers only some of the three work items. 

2.1.14. Comment: Can not see bias toward full/partial proposals because the voting is based on work items. Response: Depend on how we define work items. Comment: We may even have ‘partial’ work items.
2.1.15. Q: The purpose of slide 3 is to identify a full/partial proposal only? A: Yes, to some degree.
2.1.16. Comment: Need to see how this table is related to the voting process. Alan: This table is for harmonization and understanding. 
2.1.17. Comment: Concerns that some columns would be give priority if a proposer presents his proposal in this way, which makes impacts on voting.
2.1.18. Comment: These slides will eventually help voting. That needs clarification.

2.1.19. Nada: These slides by themselves do not have any indication on the voting. Bring those issues to voting process which would be discussed next week.
2.1.20. Comment: Refine the voting process and come back to modify these slides as well. Nada: ok.
2.1.21. Comment: Clearly state that slide 3 is just informational. It is not mandatory and bound to voting process. Clarify the voting may not be based on slide 3. Response: Another purpose of evaluation is for harmonization.
2.1.22. Comments on Slide 4&5:
2.1.23. Comment: The scenarios might be too many. People may not have time to go through many scenarios with many pages, so just two or three scenarios which are generic enough may be more concise. Response: That’s a basic set of scenario.
2.1.24. Q: Definition of the scenarios in slide 5? A: Basically a call flow like slide 4 for each one of these.
2.1.25. Q: Slide 2, Network Discovery? Alan: Will delete it. Overlapping between Info Service and Network Discovery
2.1.26. Comment: Add more texts on these slides because a few slides cause lot of confusion. Response: Right. Nada & Ajay: Want a document for evaluation guideline rather than a just slide presentation.
2.2. Update on proposal checklist - Vivek Gupta
2.2.1. Refer to 21-04-0199-00-0000-Eval_Checklist_Template.ppt (Vivek Gupta)
2.2.2. Vivek dropped out.
2.2.3. Similar to original checklist; Not many discussions.
2.2.4. Nada: Will combine Alan and Vivek’s documents into one word document: 21-04-0199

2.3. Usage scenarios update postponed until next week - Reijo Salminen 
2.3.1. Reijo will present his updated document in Jan. interim.
2.3.2. Reijo to send email and discuss the timeslot in agenda with Ajay
3. Performance characterization
3.1. Refer to excel spread sheet sent on Dec 15/2004: ieee802_21_R0.xls (Nada Golmie)

3.2. Comments and Discussions
3.2.1. Comment: The value of this issue depends on whether a call flow could be normative or informative.
3.2.2. Not many comments received.
3.2.3. Nada: Voting would be discussed in very details.
4. Teleconference Adjourned
5. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Ajay Rajkumar
Alan Carlton

Cheng Hong
Dan Orozco
Michael Williams

Michael Hoghooghi
Nada Golmie
Prasad Govindarajan

Reijo Salminen

Subir Das
Stefano Faccin

Vivek Gupta

Xiaoyu Liu

Yoshihiro Ohba
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