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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

March 16, 2005
Hyatt Regency Atlanta, Atlanta, GA, USA
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Third Day Meetings: Regency V; Wednesday, March 16, 2005
1. IEEE 802.21 WG Meetings
1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:45AM

1.2. Break for offline discussions in the harmonization groups from 8:50AM – 10:00AM
2. Joint Session with IEEE 802.16g
2.1. Meeting called to order by Phillip Barber, chair of IEEE 802.16 NetMan Task Group and Ajay Rajkumar, chair of IEEE 802.21 WG at 10:15AM
2.2. 802.16g secretary would take meeting minutes and pass it to 802.21
2.3. The Netman chair then provided an update to the group about the activities within the 802.16g project.
2.4. Comment resolution based on 80216g-05_003 commentary database was started. There were 5 comments and some associated contributions that were received on time. The chair also decided to accept all the late contributions also by adding appropriate comments as there was adequate time to address them.
2.5. Discussion on the 802.16g-010r1 and 802.16g-015 was initiated. The initial decision was to discuss the protocol stack model (Figure 1 in IEEE Standard 802.16-2004).

2.6. Next the contribution 802.16g-010r1 was presented.
2.7. A comment#6 was added to the database for contribution C80216-05_015r2. The task group unanimously agreed to adopt the comment #6.
2.8. Break for lunch from 12:17PM – 1:30PM

2.9. Meeting called to order by Phillip Barber and Ajay Rajkumar at 1:30PM
2.10. Comment resolution was resumed

2.11. Discussion was resumed on C80216g-05_010r1 and the proposal was made to accept the related comment #2 with the modifications proposed. The task group unanimously approved the proposal.
2.12. The contribution C80216g-013 was discussed and reviewed. Even though there was no comment associated with it, and as there was no specific proposed text changes to the baseline document associated with it, so no comment was inserted into the database for it.
2.13. Discussion was initiated on contribution C80216g-05_014r1 part of comment #1. The task group proposed some modifications and a revised contribution C80216g-05_014r2 was created. Then the task group unanimously approved the comment #1.
2.14. Discussion on contribution C80216g-05_008 was presented by the author. This was associated with comment #7. Based on comments a revised version C80216g-05_008r1 was created. The task group unanimously approved the revised contribution.
2.15. Discussion was then initiated on contribution C80216g-05_016..
2.16. Joint Session was adjourned at 3:45PM

3. IEEE 802.21 WG Reconvened at 4:05PM

3.1. Continue to discuss the similarities/differences between the two proposals

3.1.1. David Johnston volunteered to present draft text elements that are invariant under the current two proposals. (21-05-0257-00-0000-draft_invariants.ppt, by David Johnston, Intel)
3.1.2. Comments on David’s ideas and discussions about the harmonization of these two proposals
3.2. Break from 4:45PM to 5:35PM

3.3. Evaluation Criteria and Down Selection Process (21-05-0215-03-0000-Down_Selection_Process.ppt, Presented by Nada Golmie, NIST)
3.3.1. IEEE 802.21 Down-Selection Process was presented by Nada.
3.3.2. Q: Voting process step 1, it means that if there are two proposals, one with 75%, and another with 25%? A: No. An example, if 3 proposals would get 60%, 65% and 72% votes respectively, we would choose the proposal with 72% votes and try to confirm. In the first step, any voter can vote for any proposals, i.e., it is possible to vote for several proposals, not necessarily 75%/25%. Q: The second vote (confirmation) is immediately after the first vote? A: Does not have to be.  
3.3.3. Q: What if there is a deadlock? No proposal could get 75% votes. A: We are trying to avoid a deadlock. If the votes on two proposals are very close, and we’ll never achieve 75%, you can basically break up the proposals because you can not move the whole piece into the draft. Vote on pieces and move them to the draft. This is one way of doing that. There may be others.
3.3.4. Q: Slide 8, the ** comment: “Overlap is identified by WG, Editor, proposers and if not resolved is brought to the WG’s vote”. What is the process to identify the overlaps? A: At that point, we have reached 75%. Then we are in situations where there may be some inconsistency in the group. The editing committee could identify the inconsistencies and work on the draft texts. Q: How to form editing committee? Ajay: Chair would nominate the editor. 

3.3.5. Straw Poll: Do you agree to approve the down-selection process presented? (For: 20; Against: None; Abstain:13)

4. Recess until tomorrow

4.1.1. Fourth day IEEE 802.21 WG meetings on Thursday, 8:00AM
5. Attendees

5.1. Attendees (1-4 credits towards voting rights today)










Minutes
                                     Xiaoyu Liu, Samsung AIT

