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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

November 14, 2005

Hyatt Regency Vancouver, Vancouver, B.C., Canada

Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Regency F; Monday, November 14, 2005

1. Meeting Opening

1.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 1:40PM

1.2. Meeting Agenda (21-05-0420-00-0000-session11_agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. 3GPP2 report might be scheduled later if the liaison was late.

1.2.2. Chair: any modification to the agenda? Floor: none.

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

1.2.3.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #11 Opening Notes (21-05-0421-02-0000-WGsession11_opening_notes.ppt.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://172.16.1.21
1.3.1.3. Alternate website: http://handover/
1.3.1.4. No question.

1.3.2. Attendance and voting membership were presented.

1.3.3. Chair: How many new attendees in this IEEE meeting? Floor: 6
1.3.4. LMSC P&P Rules Changes presented
1.3.5. Voting Membership Rules Change
1.3.5.1. Chair: After the participants review the changes, a straw poll would be conducted tomorrow to get the feeling of the group.
1.3.5.2. Q: How do the changes impact on the letter ballot process? A: Letter ballot is a completely separated process. Comment: Somebody might use the letter ballot process without attending the meeting. Response: No. That will not happen if he lost his voting membership.
1.3.5.3. Comment: We have to be very careful since interim session might substitute for either positive attendance or negative attendance. 
1.3.6. IEEE 802 rules of order presented – No response

1.3.7. Robert’s rules presented – No response

1.3.8. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented

1.3.9. Registration and media recording policy presented – No response 

1.3.10. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response

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

1.3.12. 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)


1.3.13. Copyright and IEEE Bylaw Changes were presented

1.3.13.1. Q: Are the approval changes “abstentions no longer count toward the total number needed to approve or disapprove an action” only for the meeting, or for letter ballot too? Chair: Only for motions during the meeting time. Letter ballot has a different approval process. 

1.3.14. The slide on Letter of Assurance (LoA) was presented. 

1.3.15. Aims for the session presented
1.3.15.1. Review the draft specifications: P802-21-D00-03.

1.3.15.2. Comment resolution

1.3.15.3. Discussion on IS

1.3.15.4. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.16. Comment: In IEEE 802, the WG draft is only available for the members. However, when we attended IETF meetings, they strongly requested that 802.21 Draft be available for IETF. Chair: A formal process was discussed at EC level.  The process may be: 1) the WG establishes a formal liaison; 2) an individual could request the copy of the draft. The draft would not be public to externals. The WG chair can distribute the draft individually, but the password should not be distributed publicly.
1.3.17. Q: Do we have a liaison to IETF? Chair: We would establish liaison very soon.
1.4. Approval of September Interim Meeting Minutes (21-05-0387-01-0000/21-05-0388-01-0000/21-05-0389-01-0000/ 21-05-0390-01-0000)

1.4.1. Chair: Any discussions on the September interim meeting minutes? Floor: none

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

1.4.2.1. Approved with unanimous consent

1.5. Chair postponed the presentation of the 802.21 standard development timeline

2. Editor’s Report
2.1. Editor’s Report (21-05-0435-00-0000-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. Discussion followed.
3. Reports on 802 Architecture SC Meeting (Michael Williams, vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
3.1.1. Michael presented the note of the 802 Wireless Architecture SC Meeting.

3.1.2. Q: There was a discussion on Location. It was just about the info on Location, or the information in a media independent way? A: Somebody from Wi-Fi wanted to know how to specify the location of AP. E911 may also want such information available. Q: MIH Neighbor Report fits their senses? A: Maybe we can bring that issue. 
3.1.3. Comment: Several types of location info: 1) info based on the AP location, by which you may want to find the neighborhood info. 2) Terminal location, not sure MIH IS could be applicable there. Since each AP may not necessarily be able to provide GPS info, approximation should be associated.  Comment: Let’s figure out what exactly location information they are looking for and see how MIH IS fits their location information. 

3.1.4. Chair: .21 is interested in the Architecture work since the kind of solution and framework by .21 can be extended and applied to a broader scope. The 802.21 framework matches some other architecture issues.

3.1.5. Comment: Some joint session might be helpful, e.g., QoS discussed in .21 could also be covered in Wireless Architecture.
4. 802.21 WG Standard Development Timeline (Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
4.1. WG Timeline

4.1.1. WG Comment Resolution completed – January 06

4.1.2. Start of WG letter ballot – March 06

4.1.3. Start of IEEE 802 sponsor ballot – September 06

4.1.4. IEEE 802 Draft Standard approved – March 07

4.2. Discussions
4.2.1. Vivek:  Support this timeline. Take a look at the To-do-List in the reflector and feel free to add items. Some internal letter ballot like what TGr did was suggested. 

4.2.2. Subir: Doubt this timeline since there are still lots of things to be done. 

4.2.3. Q: No more comments after March/06 once letter ballot starts? Chair: No. Open to comments until sponsor ballot. There is a long resolution phase so that we can resolve the issues as many as possible. 

4.2.4. Q: What is the difference between letter ballot and sponsor ballot? Chair: Letter ballot is only for WG voting members; Sponsor ballot could be for external entities.

4.2.5. Q: Assume that the WG Comment Resolution complete by Jan/06, does that mean by Jan we have to resolve all the comments? Chair: It depends on how the group feels. If we believe there are no outstanding issues, we can start letter ballot. 

4.2.6. Q: 802.15 is not covered in the draft std. Should it be there? Chair: If they do come up with proposals, we can take .15.

4.2.7. MIPSHOP Chair: MIPSHOP includes many .21 items. Would the items be frozen after letter ballot? Chair: The Requirements for IETF would be known in advance. We’ll try to do that.  

4.3. Chair: This is our goal we will try to meet. 
5. Break from 3:35PM to 4:00PM

6. Reports on Requirement Ad Hoc

6.1. IETF Involvement on Higher layer Information Service (21-05-0408-00-0000-IETFInvolvment.ppt, presented by Subir Das, Telcordia) 

6.1.1. Subir presented five options for the IETF involvement on information service.
6.1.2. Q: Option 1a/1b, why need IETF define new IEs? A: That was discussed in MIPSHOP WG mailing list. Comment: 802.21 can define IE and IETF can also define IE because IETF may require different IE. 
6.1.3. Comment: Some extension to .21 IE might be useful, instead of defining two sets of different IEs in IEEE/IETF. Comment: If IETF has different scenarios in future, how to handle that case? We can not re-open .21 draft or standard and define these things again. Chair: We‘ll have a liaison soon and by liaison we could handle these issues. Response: Option1a and 1b have no fundamental difference. IETF and IEEE can do the work in their own ways. They can do whatever they would like to do.
6.1.4. Comment: There might be something missing here. The proposal listed different combinations of the packet structure, but what services can .21 expect from IETF? That’s a missing part, e.g., what we expect IETF to transport, the function, and protocol, etc. Response: Do we care about that? Comment: We should have clear requirements for the transport protocols, e.g., connection, connectionless, etc., and then go to IETF. Without functional requirements of the transport, how can we define the ‘header’? 
6.1.5. Comment: Framing and packet structure depend on the contents. Response: This is the exercise we create the requirements. Not shown to IETF.
6.1.6. Comment: Regarding Option 1a, we only try to have a transport protocol; but 1b seemingly assumes that IETF creates a more general structure and .21 is part of it. It looks like that IETF defines bigger things, and .21 submits contribution to fit them. Response: The question is that we see any difference of the IEs between IETF and IEEE? 
6.1.7. Comment: As the requirement of a WG, we should be very clear. Suggest having only one architecture, rather than several options. We can not make IETF decide, and say ‘we already satisfy one of your options’. Response: This is the right time and place to decide here. 
6.1.8. Chair: Now we have two groups working together. Once requirements are accepted by the target group, its charter defines what exactly needs to fulfill. 
6.1.9. Comment: Need take into considerations the timeline and process when we give these requirements to IETF. 
6.1.10. Chair: In the teleconferences, the consensus was that that we just enumerated the options and the next step is to narrow down what exactly we want to do. We need to work on that and this on-going. 
6.1.11. Comment: This would be requirement to MIPSHOP, but MIPSHOP will not just list specific said ‘.21’ requirements in its charter. And even those requirements we send to MIPSHOP need consensus of that group. Option 1a might not necessarily be the easiest way to get consensus there. 
6.1.12. Comment: MIPSHOP is re-chartering. It assumes that MIH IS/ES/CS transport would be supported, but no consensus yet.
6.1.13. Subir: Based on the current requirement document, discuss in a small group and draft the requirements for IETF.
6.2. Ajay: After the requirement document is updated and gets rough consensus, present it again.
6.3. Higher Layer requirements for 802.21 Information Service (21-05-0348-03-0000-Req_IS.doc, presented by Subir Das, Telcordia)
6.3.1. Subir presented the HL Requirement for IS.
6.3.2. Subir suggested having an Ad Hoc to refine the HL requirement document.
6.3.3. Comment: We had discussions on IETF related work and talked about IS Transport/Protocol. What’s the difference between Transport and Protocol? Response: The key ideas were discussed in the teleconferences, but no final decision was made yet. We need to update and refine this document. Agree that we need to clarify why we have transport or protocol and their differences. 
6.3.4. Chair: Particular concerns of specific requirements could be carried to the Ad Hoc. 
6.3.5. Straw Poll: How many people are interested in the Ad Hoc for HL Requirements? Floor: Minimum 10.
6.3.6. Chair announced the Ad Hoc for the HL requirements from 8:00PM to 9:00PM in Regency F. 
6.3.7. Comment: General comment on the word ‘Shall’ that is used.  For example, schema ‘shall’ be used, but it is still pre-mature to put ‘shall’ here.
6.3.8. Comment: Separate the Information part and Transport part.
6.3.9. Comment: No need to define segmentation
6.3.10. Comment: Need to clarify the meaning of “transport”.
6.3.11. Comment: There are quite a few requirements, but still not clear what ‘info’ we are talking. Propose that all the IS be optional, not mandatory. 
7. Recess at 6:55PM 

7.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM
7.2. Ad Hoc from 8:00PM to 9:00PM for IS Transport
8. Attendees

8.1. Attendees (1-4 slots today)
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